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(c) To exchange with the United States detailed data on the costs of construe- 
tion of the proposed Work 
of construction of such works 


Sec. 2. The Presider 


I 
j 
J 


expenditure by such Government for all new facilitis n the Saint Lawrence 


River ess the sum of i) one-half of to expenditure ‘ oth Governments 
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required to carry out the provisior of this joir resolut nd r 
takings of the United States hereby authorized, i accordance wilt es 
presented by the Chief of Engineers, United States Army 


(d) The Secretary of the Treasury shall charge the Saint Lawrence Fund, as 
f June 30 in each year, with such int be neces for t t 
T¢ ( id I t made uhee Subse ) [ 1 
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I sl ill summarize these cha ve qui tly. I rst, my rest LL1O 
provides that Canada, by parliamentary action at the time the Car 
dian-Americal agreement Is ipproved by ¢ hada, agrees a il hnteyvral 
part of such agreement that the new deep water navigation facilities 
on the St. Lawrence River shall be made self-supporting and self 
liquidating. 

>. Phere s required also as al ntegral part of 1 e agores ent that al 
exchange of cost figures will be made betwee) ( t I 
Will be needed as a basis of determining to 
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power shall be distributed to the United States after Canada takes 
what she wants and the navigation will be in the hands of Canada 
alone because she can unilaterally, by virtue of artic] 
ment of 1941, impose any tolls she may see fit. 

In view of the fact that most of the ships that would use the new 
navigation network of locks are American bottol Ss. 1 WO ld be the 


e 1 of the agree 


Americans who would be pas ne the toll Sel Upol t | em W thout cor 

sultation by Canada alon e, Tl e only limit il non Canada that f 
Canada sets tolls they must apply to her ships as wel heirs will 
be a minor share of thi trathe going through. If the toll ites shall 
be a little bit high. let us sav. for Canada. they would have a wav of 
work ne out subs clic to help reliev t] finan | burde on the 
Canad an shipp rs. Eventually Ame} i! dollat will par ro! I 
major share of t] prole md Cat will hav | 

al d complete management for ull tir tO Col 

Mr. Donprero. And we pay the lion’s share. 

Mr. Buarnikx. And we pay the major share « 

Mr. Donpero. Certainly. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Thank you. 

Mr. Donprero. The gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. McGrecor. First I want to compliment my colleague from M 
nesota in what I think is his sincere endeavor, and those of his asso 
clate in the draft no of this legislation to iron out some objections 
that ave been brought quring cons cle ratior of the numerous b IIs on 
this subject prior to this particular hearing. There are some things in 
this legislation though, that I would like to have explained. 


al 
I want to ask this question of ni colleague from Minnesota. On 
1 
page 4, line 4, you say 


that such agreement w be made expres S j I \ 
- ‘ Ve 
Do I understand that would mean that, if we would start th Ss proj- 
ect now ind tft would tft ke more thar » vears to complete t. ana 
if Canada wanted to « hange the agreement as t would be written 


as of the first of next month, let us say. then 5 vears from next month 


She col ld insist On Changes being made evel pr or to the completion 

of the project? Why have you made it possible for the agreement to 
>) ¢ If you were askin 

5 } ] } 

or that formula, I can understand it. but I cannot unaerstand Why you 


9 for thre review ot tolls. 


changed every »o Vears 


say that the agreement will be revised every 5 years. 

Mr. Buarnix. This is not referring directly to the agreement of 
1941, If you will look on page Ze line LS. it refers to the fact that 
the President > authol zed and directed to negot ate a further ag 
ment with the Government of Canada under the prov sions of article 1 
of the Boundary Waters |] reaty of 1909. defini Oo the rate of charges 


or tolls to be levied o1 cargoes al d the passengel! traffic. so, this 1S 


ree- 


an agreement on tolls, and on page 4. line 4. that ve 


u referred to, 


that agreement on what the tolls are shall be rey lewed every 5D vears 


Chat means after the project is ¢ omplete 
Mr. McGrecor. Then you are not referring to any portion of that 


agreement exceptil oO the tolls proposal whi hh Would De rey ewed and 
possibly changed if found necessary ¢ 

Mr. Buatnix. That is right. 

Mr. McGreeor. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. MeGrecor. But t] at is a Federal agency. You are OV Passing 


evel that tvpe of procedure ! this leo slat on: are vou not ? 


/ 

Mr. Buarnix. No. If the gentleman will just accept this expla 
nation in the interest of saving time, I have no special case o I 
] t assume that nh proy on To bookkeeping ma hntenance necessary. 
If the majority of the members feel it will be more co the 
pa rece to have ! raig ul ) tie l riation, 


| \ ll vo 10 Y Wit! t |} al 

\ir. McGrecor. In that wav we would follow an esta d prece 
dent, and the Appropriation Committee of Congress we have 
the I aht to review the « xpel ditures before aca f10 ip} priatio 
are mad ‘ 

Mir. Bhuarnix. Yes. IThave no preferenfce o 

Mir. Dondero. Does the eentleman vield ? 

Mr. McGrecor. I yield, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Donprero. What I think you are attempting to to cover 


‘ | +] iy 
. ind n tl it way cne K Oh The eApend It 


the funds into the Treasury of the United States the same il] other 
projects, ai | you want a strict bookkeeping iccount kept You do not 
want this bu lt up as L.revolving fund in anv wa) 

Mr. Buatnik. That correct. The Treasury Depat ent does 
not care OW Vou wither Le t. whethe t he by SeCTIO] yO! eT hne} the 


\pprop! itions Committee appropriates money. If the (ongress 


tells them to vival e 1. thev advance a but thev do not « ie what 
happe - to the Tri eV. | ey 1] not keep a hrs rKCLOW rs ord of SO 
much for power, so much for navigation, and so much for the joint 
shag ne of both power al d navigation. Whe Treasury recelves 
revenues, they ire not hnterested ! record ne | il 0 m h ime 
from the powel phase or tolls, or that this en from ‘ ile of 
i} Ai opert i i »>ToOrT 

Mr. Donpel In ot ol 
md under the control of the Conore / 


Mr. Buarnix. Absolutely. 
Mr. MeGreecor. That ill. but I do not feel that written 
following our reeulat procedure. We are in 1 eo tion re 
linguishing the power of the Congress and g yr it tot [Treasury 
Depart : 
ers regardless ¢ »amount. This cel eck 
propos |. 

Vir. Donnero. The gentleman from New Jet 

Mr. Aucutnetoss. No further question 

Vir. DonnrEro. Dr. Wood. 

Mr. Woop. No questions. 

Mr. DonpbeE! The gentleman from Indiana 

Mr. Bray. No questi . 

Mr. Donprro. Have vou any q tions. Mr. Trimble? 
Min. TRIMBLE. No question ite 

Mr. DonpEero. Mr. Smith ? 

Mr. Santi. No q 

\Ir. Donnero. Anvone on the rieht ? 

icmmenue+ — 

Mr. Doxnpero. Anyone on the left? 


( a) 
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Mr. Ly NDERO. That is all. We will be Clad tt eur thie Opponent 
Wilhesses., 

Mr. Gregory Pri s the first o he ltrs 
counsel for the Asociation of Amel! il Railroad 


STATEMENT OF GREGORY S. PRINCE, ASSISTANT GENERAL 
COUNSEL FOR THE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS 


Mr. Donpero. Off the record. 
(Diseu ( off the reeord. ) 


Mir. Prince. Either on or off the record I 1m 
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You no doubt are all familiar with that rule and also with that rule 


which says that the ru 
committees. 


les of the House are the m 


iles of 


its standing 


It seems to me this isa little more than just a technicality- -a good bit 


more, 


It is a matter of importance to the committee that 11 


should 


conduct its business accordingly to orderly rules of procedure, so that 


when a matter once Is disposed of it is disposed of for a certal 
of time and will not be bol | hil 


Mr. Macurowicz. Wil 
Mr. Donperro. 


Mr. Macnrowicz. 


The vent leman 1 


I think. in view of the fact that the time 


»bing up again every 


the gentleman yield 
‘rom Micl ivan. 


n lenct h 


if | 1 I " 
llitie Wh 


/ 


Mr. Machrowi 


Z. 
s lim ted, 


I should eall attention to the fact that we are getting off on a tangent 
r oht at the beginning. I do not think the que ) Tt yul CLIO! S 
involved at this time. I think we should d ss the merits and ade 
merits of the bill, rather than taking up the time of the committee 
with procedure rules and jurisdiction. 

Mr. Donpero. The Chair thinks the oppor ive ght to pre 
ent thelr case as the v see fit ad leave t to the I tte e House 
to determine the jur sdictional question. 

Mr. Prince. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do no nk it will be 
necessary to take very long on this point Mr. Machrow Iam happy 
that that is so, because I 1 c Mr. Blatnik | stantially given the 
inswer to the question, 


He stated inh troductory remarks today that | bill no way 
changes the original pt. Further, he sa that this project is 
what has alway heel That s exactly the vy l ( { | Is ill 

l ubst ince, the same is The ¢ her bills that von have id bh fore 
Ol ind « which vou ! id cy { il proa I I { tis 
Oni ) he h oO Y¢ COl lered 1 e] itt } \ | 
+ decisio} 
appropriat | ho ld b bh fore yo I on e } { Te) 
ever, tl youl ( ttee r Is) ) O1VE el House 
Joint Re ti I ld like to in ef uld 
Tri the l rite } i! ery] lutioy ray é { 

Mr. Bl 1) 4 qd 
uf | Ut { il ) } ~ of hat { { ! ! 3) 
l t b tie { i peen 1 i to se ( ( ry 
lil'e »¢ { ( ( t tine t , th , r ‘ 
measures, I vasa ble effort, and I a 9 

{ the me cs ( I oOngre ma I M ! | kK 
he has made some improve t nt ew but I O 
repeat that 1t in no Vg the substa . 
decided by this committee 

You are all just liad Tam w 

ie ‘ PF ly ‘ om) e thre ae . 
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the conclusion of the committee been that the proponents were cor- 
rect and that this project was required in the interests of national 
defense, that you could possibly have taken any other action than 
to have voted out favorably one of those earlier measures / It seems 


to me that is just as clear as anything could be. It would have been 
vour duty to do so, and | am certain t would ive been done. 

Now. thie conmiliittee quite oby ously reached the co lus oO} that 
that was not a sound proposition. ‘They reached the conclusion that 
th . project wis not req red the nterests of nat onal defense I 
helleve unple evidence Was | re sented { » the committee to tif that 

neh Ol. lt followed irom that conelus on ft it the expe clitures 

( l po er. Al | y 1 vic t} } we l«] V4 hos — red 
» | ct rye pect CoO ld at ly { is ; ‘ ‘ 
i 
M Vy perl suit as We ile it Tt time 
ened e your di ( J oO 9 
M We are st ‘ c We 
} ‘ he , ! 1% : r, vra . 

t he ( thre \\ , 

inpower oO ‘ All i : : 

l eat ( tf ao 1 > o oO , 
to change Its rl on on that ve , 

\ 1) I | | #) | ] ( ryt ‘ ‘ , , | 
ou { ‘ S ad a , 

estion? Will t | is 
tf Ca ia | ( Dro ' os 


Sal po mt if vr ! ‘ ( la 
if Orie 1 ce trol it fre 7Y 
Mr. Pro The premise of adie otal ‘ 
e i 
ul iit l ) + / 
Mr. D NS DERO I} il s. the ivigatio ‘ lot it ; ; f of 
ne powel We wo ite mply ontrol « e ft of ; 
I 
il ida Vi ild control thi othel l | lalloft c r 
Vr. Princ: It is nerfectlyv el ir and obvious , om 


r [ ! ted states to build it under t Ss acreem* t of O4 | ould 
Ke to go t¢ that 1} 1 |) tie me cleta . ~ lt ‘ m 
ortant que tion. and | thi lk t one on Ww] ch there ¥ haat 1 con 
derabl amount of misunderstand 

There has been a good bit of tal vibout what a dr Pil t f 


i ‘ nA ( }¢ O] what are thev refe ring to? Wha a er neal 
. Vs watery iv é Do Cy meal }) ~ i.) ? he 
ght to prevent vessels from moving to and fro throug ‘we 
/ If they mean that, then whether Canad ne O1 
eT ’ . : P ' 
y é To pen? ? ) i t it ’ t he , : ' P , ne 
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when you get past the international boundary you have approx 
mately 1,000 miles beyond that point through Canadian territory. 
So, if Canada were of a mind to prevent the use of that waterway by 
vessels of the United States or some othe power, they would be na 
position to exercise that power in the portion of the river which lies 
wholly in Canada. So, there sno point tothe argument so far 1c th 
matter of physical control is concerned. 

Now if, on the other hand, they are not speak ng of phys cal control 
but control over the rates of tolls, then what is the situatio hn that 
respect? In the first place, by agreement, that is, by treaty—and ] 
think Mr. Blatnik mentioned this Canada cannot qiscrimihate 
against our vessels, Phe must treat our vessels 11 exactly the same 


manner as they treat their own. That, in itself, i verv great a 
surance that Canada would neve Impose exorbitant tolls. Canada 

tne one that seems to be sort of *hepped up” it the morte I about 
bu ld he this cal al. ‘| hey feel they Wanht t and need S 70r 
benefit of their commerce. Does it make se e to think they would 
mpose exorbit int tolls through the waterway ¢ It does not to me. 

(nother point that Mr. Blatnik mentioned that I do not think 

quite correct according to the evidence presented before th 
He said 
Prue R 
i ‘ { ‘ I ds ‘ 
Phe evidence. as | heard 2% not that at a (J) te Thre OntLTaryv, 
excep tor thre po ott | i ! i | t ( ( ( 
highly unhke { Ln tantial port ol trathe would 
ay United State esse| Repre entative mercha mar. 
} ‘ ‘ ‘ 4 ‘ 1¢ ty ( j ! ‘ live 
1 ot ey VO i not wpe ib] | =e | t ite i It i 1 | | 
fi ent depth to make their use of it economica 

Mir. MeGrecor. Will the gentleman vield there / 

Mir. Prince. Yes. 

My VicGrea R. | e record will 0) They ( l zz =_ VY v.0O 
percent of the American-flag vessels would be able t , 
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He salid— 


No; I don’t think so. As the competitive factors exist today, if the toll were 
greater than 50 cents I would move it in a different way 1 would move it by 
other modes of transportation—ones that exist today 


He said in effect, “T am not a guaranteed customer of the waterway. 
[ will move by it only if it Is the cheapest way.” 

There is the thing that protects the United States and all other 
users of that waterway. There is ho question that Car ada.if she builds 
it, is entitled to a fair charge. They should be able to try to amortize 
their investment and meet their operation and maintenance expenses, 
but the economies of the situation will prevent them from charging any 
more than that. 

Mr. Donprro. Could we move that ore as cheaply by rail as we 
could by water, even allowing OU cents, or eve I Lore th in tl at, aS the 
toll charge / 


Mr. PRINCE. [t dep nds O! where they are moy cr it. Mr. Hum 


phrey said you could move it to Pittsburgh just as chea] ly \ oul 
the waterway as Vou ce ild W th lt. al a e ad ra iv whether he wa 
allowing anything for the toll in that statement. The implication was 
actually, without taking into consideration the amount of toll. vou 


could move | to Pittsb ren a CheAaADLV DV eX I Yr route ind by ex 


isting agencies of transportation. 


Mr. Donprro. I do not want to nterrupt a lenethy statement, but 
I would like, and I think the committee would like vour opinion on 
these two qui stions: Do vou think Can ada is sincere 11 her de re to 
vo ahead and build the « al alone ? 

Mir. Prince. That 1 pretty tough one, Mr. Dondero. TI do not 
waht to impute un motive to the pokesmen for the Gi Ve ment of 
Canada other than what you can draw from their ow: atements. 
They have indicated they are desirous of going ahead if we do not 
join with them, but I think you ought to bear in mind there may be 
ome Opp tio! n Canada that has not been heat 1 from. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentlema id for a question or a state 

r / 


uf e Prime M r mig { ( ( 
7 f the | St val but ma Pp ment of 
Canada l] iv “No ist re ous Conor v] the mittee 
ive Ld \ othe recolmnm lations of the lea Pr 
\I 17] I l ! eC] 
Mii SM ii \\ e@ oO l ( i / 
\] Vie re Y« 
Vin SV] | | f ( } ishoh {] 1¢ 
ern ( [ Sta / 
\I VicG Yes. | | ‘ , Ye f { 
er ( ( ! 1Q oul hy vymen} 
Mr. Suivi. | | 0 point « ' rongly I pp! 
J Ot go f 
Mr. MeGni | friend dos 
Mr. Suiren. I I would not like to partici] Coner 
|? 
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Canada, as I underst ind the form of rovernment t] ere, does decide 
how the members of his party shall vote in the Parliament on Govern- 
ment policy. 

Mr. McGrecor. But T understand there is opposition to this project 
by Canada, the same as we have here. 
“Mr. Buarnix. With this exception, Mr. McGregor Theirs a 
much more closely knit set-up. The Prime Minister obviously wil 


] ] 


not propose to his own Parl iment and his ov party who have co 


trolorthe. Lyority vote fitissomething his ov partv does not want. 


Phe, oby ously agree 1n advance, 


rhyrs Type ma ~ fami mr with th Cia 1a | I l t ve Oo 
(ie l ! nad t! if Car wia is Ve Cl ‘ el UC sin > 
Laie i swe are will to rh tne Iie a 8 Ca u lad 
¥ 7 

The ot question I had i is th l o 
ol i? t « \ | r | fsa) if 
Dpost some aay we he be ul fortul ite enough to! ‘ ! ( 

( nae ( verTnment a Go I I ( \ ( | as { 
Would ve thensay that 1 Cohiptlets oOntrol oT thre i lL being rie 
hand oti it Crovernment wouk i‘ advantage tothiscountry ¢ 
Mr. Pi be. I think I gave e answel i i ites ago 
whe | \\ yuld Ili le¢ \t \ fler ( ( i e { tli ‘ 
CO r¢ OT ry tion of ti Wil \ | \ il des ent i} 
o the eof it asthe canals would I port f the rive 

evonad | e) ( N pi ‘ oO} ' (‘9 

e] I ( mak pal e of ditt Vv ex 
O ( ( ’ | hy 
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( l VC] i 

} et] r 


CO roug I new aterway ¢ Phere ! \ I 
c oO \ ive go ( adow} é waterway } \ ) J 

‘ ( ! territory ) t Nike t i () p 

e Gulf of St. Lawrence. 

\i ay NDERO. Suppose they =] if ofl the ment t my t ore trom 
Labracd (Ji ebec. Wi Uuidt | Ll ot be } ( V\ ] { ‘ oul 
ielense ¢ 

Mh Pri Of course it would. but thev ean d thy ‘ ( ‘ 
t¢ he control of this canal That \ tla \ Oo \I ey | oO 
here rtion of the so-called terway that es vholly H the I 
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( COLL Or thie Vel t does ‘ yal 

( Cl wey il » eX ( 
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with Canada in bu lc he the proposed canals has my bearlmno on 


Canada’s control of the waterway. 

Mr. Donprro. Of course, I hope that the possibility will never 
occur. 

Mr. Prince. | jon wit! you 1n the hope and I certainly ado not see 
anything that indicates we have that to fear. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest we permit the 
witness to finish his statement and then question mi é It would be 
nice to have the continuity. 

Mr. Donpero. I shall always accept a suggestion Trom my learned 
friend. 

Mr. Avenincvioss. There is nothing personal about that at all, sin 

Mr. Prince. To be perfectly frank, 1 do not mind the questions, 


i 
because as Vo ican tell, this is rather an informal statement ait ha 
come near to reachil v its end anyway. 

| have a few more things | would like to po t out f vou have 


finished with your questions, sir. 


ed sft as 1n the case of the hation i] defense arcument., at the earl e] 


heal ngs evidence Was presented which to ou Wav ott KInNY certal i\ 
det itely proved that 1 Ss project was not soul d econon lly and 
that it could not ever be a self liquidating project. That being so, 
there are no changes that can be made ina joint resolution there are 
) imendments and no wordll Y that you Cal pul hn that a convert 
in unsound project into a sound one. You can put in pious hopes 
and preachments about WAKING If elf liquidat ne, ana vou ca perfect 
the theoretical machinery by \ Cli it could be made sell quidat o 
1 It were 1 sound proye t. but those acts alone ( t vet d ntothe 
fundamental question « hether the project i sound one econo) 


J : 
forit, Mr. Prince. if it were self-liquidating ¢ 


Mr. Prince. It would be pretty difficult ever to tell beforehand if 
were self hauidat iS. 


Mir. di Nes. I did not ask you that quest On I said. w i vou be Tor 


the St Lawrence seaw t\ f you were convineed If Was se f-lig dat / 
Mr. Prine I would say th Ll would not br ere Opposing it, 
Mr. JONES Would the organiZatiol wihiicl vou re ress still bye 
oOpposedt to 1t 4 

Mr. Prince. Let me answer that the same way I did the questior 
which vou «a rected TO me persol illy. | do ( t} Kk f e\ we 

e here Opposing it. I do not knov OW happy the would be abo 
t, but IT sav I do not think they ould be here oppo a 

Mr. Jones. That is the only interest then that you and the org@aniza 
fion tha you represent have in th matter / Kirst, that it would be a 
burdey on the taxpave ot t country in that it not ¢ omen] \ 
reas ble and the returnable el vould not renmburse the expenditures 
made on the project. Bevond that you have ne tt { 

Vir. Prine} [| { not correct We do nave i? nterect evond 
that. I did not know we wanted to get into su matter iain the 
iv we q | before | ractol Vou mentioned. ¢ e] ( | 
ive no t up here ai uid that all La pen r for UX 
pavel isu rthe Government mone 
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disposed of a year from now, that New York will ret its half of low- 
cost power? Is that not true? 

Mr. Prince. I cannot speak quite as precisely as you do, Mr. Blat- 
nik. ] presume New York would get some of the power. What pro- 
portion I would not know, and how cheap it would be I do not know. 
But, undoubted] New York would get a cert un portion of the power. 
That is not exactly the point I was pe if J may say so. It is that 
it. is an important point in the minds fa fa to how this 
power should be admit tered, that 1 who should exercise the control, 
whether the Secretarv of the Interion fr te | lor whether the New Yor! 
P ower Authority should. 

Mr. Buarnik. I agree wit! you it is important, Mr. Prince, but my 


= i 


point iS. if we how adopt are solution on the order of this } roposed 
here then New York and New England will get the amount of low-cost 


; 
power they badly need. 


y : = } lad r 
No. 2. the issue OT how it shall be handled is mportant, as you say, 


y 


1 


and it is so important that we leave it here in the hands of the Congress 
to determine. We have ample time—a minimum of 4 years, and 
upward of that to determine that import: wt sue. 

Mr. Prince. It seems to me actually, though, Mr. Blatnik—— 

Mr. JONES. As I understand you! point, it should not be a matter 
of deferment of the decision with respect: to the disposition of the 
power, 

Mr. Prince. That would be the way I look at it, but you have had 
the matter before you. The issue has been here ever since the question 
of building the project came up. It is not something hew. You have 
had 4or 5 years W ith that as a distinct issue. 

| might point out something that | think is of i terest ol] this point. 
In 1945 the President reported to Congress as follows: 

It has always been understood by the responsible proponents of this develop- 
ment that the water power project should become the property of the State of 
New York and that the electric power should be developed and handled by the 
State Phat should continue to be the policy and I recommend that it | 


ve SO 
declared by the Congress 


I just offer as a thought that this project may still end up in the 


hands of the State of New York. This is not a disposition of the 
matter, but it is a deferment of the disposi tion of it. 1 do not know 
how it would come out. That was the recommendation of the Presi 
dent. That recommendation apparently was “ee by the pro 


ponents of the mea ures and the authors of the measures that have been 
before Congress heretofore Most of them have contained a provision 
carrying out this recommendation. 

Mr. McGreoor. Will the gentleman 5 ield for a question, Mr. Chair- 
man ¢ 

Is it your opinion that as House Joint Resolution 337 is now written, 
the Army engineers would have complete control over the whole proj- 
ect. and we would be putting the Army engineers in the power business, 
whe ‘re they might establish rates and have dictatorial power re ‘lative to 
the use of this power ¢ 

Mr. Prince. As I read the bill, I would say that would be the result, 
unless Congress acted in the interim to make some other disposition. 

Mr. McGrecor. We would have to act otherwise—or as the bill is 
written, we are by inference giving the Army engineers the authority 


to control the powell 6 
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Mr. Prince. That is the way it stands as I read the bill now. I take 
Mr. Blatnik feels there should not be a total vacuum. 
Mr. Biarnix. That is 4 Hp 
Mr. Prince. And while he contemplated that Congress would act, 
he did not want it to be left cotaniatel y up in the air. 

Mr. DONDERO. Do you think that issue is more compel iIng@ thar the 


ano ] } 
this country, whethe we should or snoula ot act 


issue confronting 
and let Canada go it alone? 

Mr. Prince. I do not see why you cannot decide the matter here and 
now, that matter as well as the other matter of whether to go ahead 
with the project. It is not a new issue; it is one that vou have had 


plenty of time to think about. Fran 


< 
an attempt to carry water on both shoulders. Ap] irentiy the hope 1s 
that evervbody who 1s agan { giving it to the State of Nev York v 
be for this | ill. because t le) think t eV mig! \ ou he fi re 
and everybody who is for New York having the power will vote for 
the bill, because they think they may win out in the future. I think 
we are entitled to have that issue settled, since it not anyl ne new. 


Mr. Donpvero. In time, however. in an effort to let the people deter 

ine how they want to dispose of it, Congress could act / 

Mr. Prince. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Under the general leg slation f the Corps of Ei o} 
neers—and I ask this for information—are the constructors and the 
nominal operators of the installation, does not the Federal Powe1 
Commission have the authority to dispose of the electricity / 

Mr. Prixce. I am not sure [ can answer you accurately, but I have 
the impression there is some general legislation which would have that 
effect. Itseemsto me there was some act in 1944 along that line. 

Mr. Jones. The Flood Control Act of 1944? 

Mr. Prince. I believe that is right. but I am not sure that that would 
apply in this case, which places a particulat project in the hands of 

Army engineers either any reference to that other legislation. 
I am not sure what the answer to the question is, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman vield? I do 
not think the witness ha answered Mr. Dondero’s q lestion referr ng 
to that same matter. 

If you cons ider thisa worthy Pp role ta nda ely one, do vou thir kk 
that the question of disposition of this ve ry issue that vou raise now 
is sufficiently important or sufliciently great to ° lay the project ‘ 


Mr. Prtnce. I do not know that I can answer , Mr. Machrowicz. 
] think that is a matter for policy oe Se a Con oTess., I do 
not know whether that would be sufficient in your mind to warrant a 
delay or not. I would say if you “felt that this project were so 


important, so vital to the national defense that we had to have 
personally ] doubt that | would let that interfere, if it had to ll terfere. 
My thought is that it does not have to interfere and that you can 
act on it. I donot know whether that answers your "que stion or not. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Under the terms of this proposed legislation, that 
power still remains in Congress, does it not ? 

Mr. Prince. Certainly. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Now, has not the issue changed somewhat since 


the last hear ne ¢ Was not the issue then whether the time is 1 pe 
for such a project or whether it is a worth-whil project, and the 
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issue now rather ts, “Shall we build it or shall Canada bu ld it?” Is 
that not the true situation today ¢ 

Mr. Prince. I do not think there has been any very great change. 
That issue was before the committee at the last heal ne. I was 
questioned about it at considerable length. There has been a lot of 
talk in Canada about the fact that Canada would go ahead with this 
project if we did not. There was a great deal of it then, just as much 


as there is now, and that matter was before the committee. 
Vir. Macnrowiecez. Since that time there is beer L pretty ear ind 
Cal on that Canada does intend to go ahead wit! , 
Mir. Prince. It is the same sort of 1 cdieation IT th k that we hac 
before. Per] tps t has come from | I whnel ouree and a tL more 


direct way. You mav be right. but it seems to me that t it Issue Was 


plainly presented before. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman. I want to say that I think certan 
features of this House Joint Resolution 357 { mpro nents 
over provisions in thi other bills. I just do not think it goes to the 
nent of the matter. Basi lly, vou have before vou the lime quest on 
which vou had the last time. The matters are the same in substance, 

nd I tind the author of this bill u complete agreement with what 
I have said on that. In substance it 1s precise ly the same matter. 
You reat hed a COlM¢ lus On on th ~ basic propos tion bye fore. after Con 


sider tion of evidence thrat Wal about i> full i! al complete as you 


could possibly expect to have on a matter of this kind. Conditions 
have not char eed which affeet in any way the basic considerations 
which led to the rejection of this project before. It seems to me that 
this measure should meet the same fate as those otner measure 

Phat completes mv statement, Mr. Chairma 

Mr. Donprero. Any questions / 

Mr. Surra. Mr. Prince, vou represent the American Association of 


Railroads, do you not 4 

Mr. Prince. Yes 

Mr. Suuru. Is vour organization affiliated with t u ot sure 
about the title: somethine like the National St. Lawrence Project 


( onterence 4 


Mir. Prince. Ye 
ME. SMITH. "ome national orval AATiON 4 


Mir. Prince. Yes: we area member of that orgat it 


Viv. SMITH. Do vo subse? he to the po { 4 it orga AALLO!I 
His ect Dpos a Drole t / 
IT - ! 


Mr. Prince. I do not know what vou mean by “the poliev they have 
ed In Opposing t.°’ Mr. Smith. We subsermbe to the objective of 


that conference, which is qui early Opposition Co St. Lawren 
vaterwav and power project. 

Mr. Surriu. Do vor Ipport the policies that that organization has 

ed opposing tl s project uit it that 1w—t { es and the 
eneral policies that have bev wlopted and . e oren 
i101 trving to defeat tl legislation / 

Nii PRINCI ra \ | id) Ql | 1 ea Ly 
thre poli ( { orga {1 Op] ( t« I wot 
mswer your questiol t | could, but F do 4 ©) you n i} 
frankly 
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Republicans used one type of policy 1] supportil oe then candidate ana 
then objectives and the Democrats used at other. The States’ Rights 
Party used anotuer: the Progressive Party used another; and various 
things like that. You are familiar with what | am talking abo 
now, are you not é 

Mr. Prince. I do not think of a policy as a sort of a weapon that 
you use, 


Mr. Swiru. Do vou understand the syste} ‘ ven ( 
to deTeat th leg Jat On 4 

Mr. Prince. Is it po e for vou to br ecifi \ 
the pubtlie Vi il ey put out 4 

Mr. Suivi. Tha part 0 

Vir. Prince. 1 do no e an ¢ to do 

l pret ou} 

Mer. Swiru. Your orga itis elps pav f 

ot ? 

Mr. Prince. That orre 

Mer. Sarrru. In other words. vou share some , Paw 148 
Vir. Prince. Well. in that wav we do. 

Mr. SMITH. Do vou subseribe to and accept the tact i { ’ 
been used in that publ ty false state ts about dua 
Members of Congress / 


Mr. PRIN E. No: | ao not } } e TO Al fs ax statement rbont 
eithel Men bers of Congress or anvone else. 


Mi. SMiru. [s your organ ZaAtvlo rong to ce I ue to finance the 
ssuance of these false statements ? 

Mi PRINCI | thi re the org iwioO} I nrese t alo { ‘ 
Oo Conti etos Ppor I yoreal itl - wrta it¢ ‘ 


hnteres y your org Zatlo other types Of le@istatte i i itt 
before the Congress ind before the reneral J Tha \mel , 
Association of Railroads has othe) erest ‘ ' nm 4 
St. Lawrence / 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir: we certainly do 

Mi SMITH Do yor not t k it puts your org zat } ot 
only the American Association of Railroads, but all the people who 
work for vour railroads—in other words, the labor groups that work 
for you i bad light and in a bad position with Members of Co 
gress Wilt h an organization im which Vi participate deliber 
ately sets out t falsify the record of a Member of ¢ Oongress WiLO lal 
pens to disagree with their position ¢ 
Mr. PRINCE. You assume th nes that I do not knov invi ne about. 
I do not know of any such instance. Mr. Smith. It has never been 
called to my ittention. I certainly do not subscribe to it. 

Mir. SMirn. I have bee! nformed about several iten =, one ol wi 
[ would have brought up before, but the matter dev loped after the 
pore ous hearings. As | say, I lb Not sure what the name of t] 
outtit is. but it is the one that we recognize as in charge of the oppos 
tion to the proje [t put out at least one publicity release in \ 

I tated Wnonys other { ne tha ! whi false tTatements were 
rhiace ibe | everal 1 el) e] ot th committe } revard to the r bye 
efs on the power question, and s other matte | ot fa 
th the date of the retease, but do you not t nk vou ought to follov 
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Mr. Prince. I will be glad to look into it, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Siri. Since your organization finances such a large part of 
the operations of this organization, if that project conference makes 
a personal attack upon me in regard to something else, do you think 
I am cong to be very friendly to you in regard to other items of leg- 
islation in which you are interested? Do you think I am ever going 
to be very reasonable about this legislation ? 

Mr. Prince. Well, I do not want to answer that, Mr. Smith. I am 
sure you will do what you think is right. 

Mr. Suiru. For vour information, some man whose name I cannot 
think of at the moment, who is an official of this organiz ition and has 
his name on the letterhead, put out a release about this, and I wrote 
him and told him that the statement in the release was a plain and 
barefaced lie. and that | held him respol sible for it. | have not had 
any further information from him about that. I do not think that is 
very 800d tactics. 

Mr. Prince. I did not know anything that. 

Mr. Smrru. Do you not think, as one of the chief financiers of this 
organization, that you ought to have been given a report about it? 

Mr. Prince. Well, it is difficult to say whether I should have been 
viven a report about it. 

Mr. Smiru. Do you not get a report from them about the way they 
spend vour money ¢ 

Mr. Prince. We do get reports; yes. 

Mr. Sarru. In other words, the report was not complete enough so 
as to incliecate that ? 

Mr. Prince. All the members get reports, Mr. Smith. I do not 
mean we vet any special report I am so1 I"\ if al Vv suc h thu ¢ occurred, 

Mr. Smrru. In other words, although vou contribute the major cost 
of the operation of this project confere! ce, vou still do not want to 
accept any respons bility for the actions of the organization ? 


Mr. PRiNcE. I cdo not suppose we have any right to deny all respon- 
sibility. | think all the members have a respons bility for the con- 
duct of the oreanization they support, and I as one would be verv 


e such as vou describe being done by an organiza 


reoretful of anythin 

tion which we supported. | just do not have any information of any 
mut h th ne being do ©. Of course, In matters of opi 8) there are 
sharp differences. 

Mr. SMITH. | am not referring fo matters of Op mMiol At vbody 


has a right to criticize anv step that I take in the Congress, and any 
ody in the countrv can tell anvone else that I am wrong in the action 


I 
that | take. hut | would hope that t} ere are So e oroul cl oft dece} 


and vood taste ft in vor Organization. 


{ 
Mr. PRINCE. I certainty hope SO, TOO. 


Mr. Sxaru. I have a high regard for the type of people that vou 
represent. | think they represent some of the best element 1! Amer- 

an business, and I] just wanted to find out whether or not you 

Mr. Prince. I can say very sincerely that it is our endeavor to keep 
any al fferences we have Vi ith Meml ers oft (lor ores ( other oO} " 
plane above the plane you are peaking of. If anvthine went below 
that plane, I would like to find out about it. because we do not sub 
scribe to such tacties. 

Mr. Smiru. I think that it should be made clear publelw that some 

P 4) ] ] 


yf the people in your employ are following tact which certainly 
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do not contribute to any type of friendly understanding of your prob- 
lems on the part of Members of Congress who are endeavoring to 
approach this in the fairest type of way. L for one represent a part 
of the country where there is no particular sectional interest either 
way in this matter or anything of that nature, and I have tried to ap- 
proach it from the fairest possible standpoint. l thought I was being 
fair and open minded about it until this oceasio where the oppos tion 
to it attempted to hit me in the most underhanded type of way. 

Mr. Prince. lam very sorry if any such thing happened. 

Mr. Smirn. I arn sure you are sorry, but I just wanted to point out 
that this type of opposition not only Is something you cal ve SOTT'Y 
ibout, but it cloes not contribute to the success of your position o1 this 
or any other matter. 

Mr. Prince. It is a little difficult for me to discuss this thing in 
such detail without having an idea of what it was. 1 told you what 


my view is on matters of the kind you are speaking of, and I think 
that is about all I can do at this time, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Macnrowrcz. I would like to ask the witness one question. 

[I think we all agree that this issue is an portal t one whether we 
are for it or against it. It is important to the entire Nation. We are 
in agreement on that. 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Now, in view of that fact. and in view of the 
recent developments as far as Canada is concerned, do you not think 
that this question is important enough for the entire House of Repre- 
sentatives to decide ? Do you not think that this committee should give 
the entire House an opportunity to determine this question ¢ 

Mr. Prince. Frankly, 1 think that your procedure with respect to 
this matte should be the same as it 1s with re spect to all other legis- 
lation. Committees have delegated power. | eV are set up by tne 
House to fo Into matters In detail and with the care that o1 iV a small 
group can give them. | do not think, if this b went to the House 
of Repre entatives, that the whole House could begin to know one- 


tenth of what the members of this committee KNOW about | 
I think that if this committee, afte ill the study that it has given it, 
concludes that it is not in the best interests of the country to approve 


ie project. 


construction of the projec t. that there is no occasion for the matter 
to 9 » to the floor of the House. 
Mr. M cHROWICZ One other question. Th S organizatiol th if Mr. 


» referring t I have been informed that v« ir orga Zation 
contributes over 80 percent of its funds. Am I correct in that? 

Mr. Prince. I frankly do not know. 

Mr. Macurowicz. You would not question that figure, would you 4 

[r. Prince. I would say that at times it has rea hed as high as SO 
percent. At other times I am q lite sure it was below that fieure. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Well, 80 percent is a pretty fair figure ¢ 

\Ir. Prine E. | do not know, tL may be al y evehlt, a tant il 


proportion. 


Mr. Macnrowicz. You could pretty fairly ea 9 ition the 
pokesman for the railroad interests; is that not right ¢ 

Mr. Prince. No. I think the Association of American Railroads 
; the spokesman for the railroad industry. This organization has a 
very wide membership and represents many o ! terests tha Chie 
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Mr. Macurowicz. But about 80 percent of its funds are contributed 
by the railroads ? 

Mr. Prince. Some figure 

Mr. Macurowicz. Close tothat ? 

Mr. Prince. Which isa very substantial proportion. 

Mr. Macnrowticz. It is my impression that it is more than 80 per 
cent, but would you say dU percent is close ? 

Mr. PRrin« E. | have not checked upon it. I could not tell you 

Mr. Donprro. Any other questions / 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, I want to say this to Mr. Prince: [ am 
one of the proponents who finds no fault with Mr. Huntress, because 
Ih every release in which my name Is mentioned he has spelled it 
correctly. 

Mir. DONDERO. Any other quest 1ONnS 4 

Mr. Mack. lam sorry, Mr. Prince, that I was a little late. I was at 
another committee meeting, Did vou test r\ on sectiol »s 

Mr. Prince. Yes: I dealt with the subject a little. 

Mr. Mack. Youarea lawyer ¢ 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir. 

Ir. Mack. In your opinion, would this section 5 mean that the 
Army would have sole s i\ us to where and how no! e 5 Wis expended, 
and that it would never have to go before the Appropriations Com 
mittee to justify any of its expenditures on the building of this project ? 

Mr. Prince. I made a mistake. | thought vou meant the former 
section». : 

Mr. M ACK, No: section o ot this new bill. ‘| his se tion relates to 
the establishment ot the wt. Lawrence fund, with the money 1n it to be 
paid out by the Secretary of the Treasury on the demand of the Army 
env1neers, 

Mr. Prince. I must say I did not go into that, and I think I should 
have. Lam elad you raise the question. 

Mr. Mack. I want to know whether there would be a \ check at all 
upon the Army engineers in their spending, or if the engineers would 
have to go before the Appropriations Committee, as they must on all 
these other projects, to justify their request for funds. In the Pacific 
Northwest, where we are building the Columbia projer ts, if the eng) 
neers Want money for a dam there they must go before the Appropria 
tions Committee and ask for it. On these western projects the Army 
engineers must show justification fo vet the money they intend to 
spend. Do they have to do that under section 5 of this bil 

Mr. Prince. As I interpret section 5, at the time you pass this bil 
the Army engineers have no further duty to Congress to justify the 
amount they need to build this project. They can simply 20 to the 
secretary of the Treasury and certify that they need so much money 
for the construction and operation of this project. The Secretary of 
the Treasury, through the issuance of bonds. will have te provide 
sufficient money to put in the St. Lawrence fund to meet these request 
and demands upon it from the Secretary of the Army. I see no che 
at all, | see ho requirement that they have to go back to the \ppro 
priations Committee and justify what they are getting or anything of 
that sort. 

[ should mention one thine. I think before vou came in Mr. Blat 
nik mentioned th sand whe questioned by Mir. \ieGregor f that 





t) 


I 
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was not the effect of his section 5 he said that he had not thought 
so much about whether it was. but he said it was not his intent that 
if should be that way and he would have no object ionto its being modi- 
fied in such a way as to leave the requirement on the Army engineers 
or the Se retary of the Army to go back to the \ppropi lations Con 
mittee, That was one thing that caused me not to vo into it at a \ 
length. I think it is a very bad piece of draftsmanship and as writ 
ten would be a very bad plece ot legislation. lt 
appropriat Ol. 


Mr. VE Ac K. If there isa check by the \ppropriations (Committee, 


~ ke il opel el ad 


then there is no necessity for section 5 at all: is that your opinion ¢ 


Mr. Prine E. | think there ria be something to the dea, is ] rot 
t..08 Mr. Blatnik’s, that he wanted a better bookkeep ne of the 
nitcome. \s | would describe section 5. it Sa Way of keeping an 
iccurate account of how much money you ure voing to be losing oO 


he St. Lawrence waterway. 


Vir. \i VK But there iS ho 


check upon the expenditures that are 


nade, Nobody reviews them. not even the Secretary of the Lye iury 
He is merely directed to pay out this money on the demand of the 
Armv eng eers, Isthat not what this section Savs! 

Mr. Prince. That is my understanding of it the way it 1s written. 

Mr. Mack. It does not seem to me tha i! rement - FOOU 
DOUSLTIeSS 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman vield for a question ? 

Mr. Mack. I am through. 

Mr. McGreeor. If such a procedure was followed in this legisla 
on, would it not be possible with i short time for flood control 
ind reclamation projects and other projects to be placed under the 
same category and Congress would have no control over the sit } 
on at all? Congress would be completely by-passed 

Ir. Donpero. Any other question 7 , ; 

Mr. Buarnirk. Mr. Chairman 
Mr. Donpero. The gentleman from Minnesota 
Mr. br UNIK, Mr. i nee, these seven changes v bill w 
vere out] ed earlier in the meeting you have the n imeovraphed 
opyv and the briel explanation swhich | passed out to e committe 
oO vou feel this has improved this new resolution over the previo 
pe: ~ 
Mr. Prix Your first provision, I think, san improvement over 
e earlier provision hich deseribed the method by é Oo | 
motain al issurance trom Canada that they wreed to the pring ple 
f self liq dat On. ] th nk this constitutes an mprovement ovel 
il nh that me 


mw the Parhament idopts that at the same t me they 
adopt the resolution, or whateve r the 


they have up there, ratifvir 


Mr. Buarnix. You and your asso 
Hf-liquidation 2 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir. 

\I [31 A\TNIK, Phe second « f ” }] 


on support the principle of 


Lice Sp = out ! (| ili fT ( rates ind 
is and how they shall be worked out. Are yo favor of that o1 
posed to it 2 
Mr. Prince. Well. I would not bi opr sed to it | nk It ort of 
sonmenaential! -¥ taik ames vou axe beak 
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tion. Anybody would have to have that information before they 
could go about setting up tolls, so it had not occurred to me that such 
information would not be re: adily furnished in any event. So it seemed 
to me it Wasa matter of little consequence, | yut I would not be opposed 
to it. 

Mr. Biarnix. The minor change of making the United States mem- 
bers of the St. Lawrence Basin Commission — ct to confirmation by 
the Senate, and not more than three shall be of any party, do you 
approve of that « thange ¢ , ; 

Mr. Prince. I would not have any objection to it. IT had not heard 
any objection raised to that matter before. I never heard anybody 
complaining about it. It is really the quality of the men who are 
appointed rather than the party they belong to that means so much. 
Certainly I would not have any objection to that provision. But 
again it did not seem to me that it was a matter of any great conse- 
quence, : 

Mr. Buarnrx. Change No. 5. Our previous resolution contained no 
reference to what agency would construct this project, and in this 
Resolution 337 we spell out that the Corps of Engineers shall con- 
structs all works on the American side. Do you have any objection to 
that / 

Mr. Prince. No, sir: I do not have any objections to that. I am 
afraid I had always assumed that was the way it was going to be done, 
so it did not seem to me it was particularly important, but I do not 
have any objection. 

Mr. Buatnr«. Change No. 6, following up on the mechanics of put- 
ting into effect self-liquidation, requiring the Secretary of the Army— 
which would be the Corps ot Engineers to maintain detailed ac- 
counts of capital cost, interest charges, amortization charges, operat- 
ing and maintenance expenses, and all that, and the detailed record 
of all outgoing expenditures and all revenues. You have no objection 
to that ? 

Mr. Prince. No objection to it. It seemed to me perfectly obvious 
that somebody had to do that sort of a job if you are going to attempt 
to make the project self-liquidating. You have got to keep books of 
account and know how much of your investment has been amortized, 
I do not have any objection to it. Again, I 


and things of that sort. 
substantial change. because I had 


did not think it amounted to a 
assumed the job would be done anyway. 

Now, I do not know if I am getting away from consideration of 
what you have in mind or not, but I would like to mention that there 
are a good many shortcomings to the prin ( ‘ip les set up here which 
attempt to provi de in theory for the self-li 1qule lation of this project. 
I think there are a number of deficiencies in it. One or two occur to 
me that I think I might mention, 

This is not a new provision, which is the reason I did not vO into 
it. but I do not know that I ever stressed it before and I would like 
to call it to your attention briefly. You have in section 2 the provision 
that in no event shall the toll charges exceed the equivalent of $1.25 
In a self-liquidating scheme, I cannot 


per short ton of laden cargo. 
for the life of me see why you should have any maximum set by legis 
lation. There is no occasion for a maximum. If the project is to be 


self-liquidating, you might for a number of reasons have to put the 





h 
d 
d 
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tolls up above that figure. For instance, your currency might, through 
inflation, be devaluated so that even if the $1.25 maximum was entire ly 
adequate today it might easily become wholly inadequate. There is 
no reason for h: wing a stated maximum in a toll agreement which is 
set up with the view of making the project self liqui cl: ating. 

The Panama Canal does not have a maximum limitation any more, 
I confess it did at one time, but when the matter was reviewed and set 
uponanew basis last year or the year before they wiped out that maxi- 
mum limitation. 

Another point. You have spelled out how the tolls should be di 
vided between the Governments. I think that is an improvement in 
the bill. I think that should be done, but I have this in mind: I think 


it is very unusual to have such a thing put in legislation. 1 think it 
is a matter for negotiation between the United States and Canada be 
fore it appears in legislation. They ought to agree on the principles 


of the toll agreement, and that agreed set of principles should be sub 
mitted to both bodies, the Congress and the Parliament, at the time 
they are asked to pass upon this project. 

You havea provision here under which, after the payment of your 
operation and maintenance expense, the United States will get ove 
five-sixths of the remainder of the tolls. That is the way this formula 
works out. I think it is sound, because we pay tive-sixths of the ex 
pense. ‘The proponents have been talking about it as a 50-50 project. 
I think they may have given Canada the idea they were going to get 
50 percent of the tolls. 1 think you may run into opposition from 
Canada on a matter of this sort, and when you put it in legislation it is 


a take-it-or-leave-it proposition. ] think it is a matter that should 
have been negotiated between Canada and the | nited States. That 


seems to me to be the orderly way you should do this. 

Mr. Brarnik. It was negotiated and pretty well understood, but the 
opposition was raised by your association and other opponents that 
that was not enough assurance, that we needed more assurance that 
Canada would go along, and question was raised as to the 50-50 split, 
W ith which the proponents agreed eal lier. So we are making all these 
concessions to the advantage of the opposition, 

Now Canada W il] 0 the limit on this, and so W il] we, to concede to 
the opposition. If their Parliament approves this, it shows how far 
they will go in meeting objections of the opponents here in the United 
states. 

Mr. Prince. os I do not understand that these provisions you 
put in your bill are ones that have been negotiated with Canada. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. My recollection may be faulty, but in going 
through those records, which |] did it took me 2 weeks to do it—I 
seem to recall you yourself having made the objection that no such 


} 
| 


provision was included in former legislation. Am I correct in that? 

Mr. Prince. Well, I said that the matter should be settled before 
you were asked to pass upon it. As I recall—I may be mistaken—I do 
not think [ said it should be a part of the legislation. I said it was 


a matter that should be settled, and I still hold to that. I think it 
should be settled. I am not quarreling with this e ‘xactly. IT think 

1S an improvement over what you had before, but I do not think it goes 
quite all the way along the right line. I think these matters shoul 


have Hee negotiated and settled bet ween Canada and the Uni ted 
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States in advance, and then the principles governing the tolls agree- 
ment should have been submitted as agreed-to principles, so that when 
the Congress adopted this they would know that the Canadian Parlia 
ment would also adopt those principles, and they would have been 
settled. 

Mr. Macnrowticz. I understand that has been done. 

Mr. PRINCE. l do not find that it has. They have agreed to the 
over-all principle. 

Mr. Macurowticz. That is correct. 

Mr. Prince. But I am speaking of the detailed principles that are 
set out in section 2. 

Mr. Donpero. Any other questions? 

Mr. Brarnix. Just one question. In your opening remarks, Mr. 
Prince, you mentioned that the situation now has not changed at all 
and is no different from what it was at the time the hearings were held 
last spring, and you referred to the labor prob ylem. The matter of a 

shortage of labor was used by the opposition in suggesting that it 
would be unwise to undertake this project at this time 

| would like to quote just briefly from a news storv in the Was 
ington Post this morning, quoting the Secretary of Labor, Maurice 
Tobin, who says that serious unemp Jloyment has hit 22 areas, and 
among the 22 that he lists he mentions spec ifie: ally Detroi 4 He foes 
into Indiana: Terre Haute and Vincennes. He goes into the New 
England area: Manchester. N. H.: Prov idence, R. ££ Bro kton, Law- 
rence, and Lowell. Mass. He woes 1nto Pe nnsy lvania: Altoona, Potts 
ville, Scranton, Uniontown. Connellsville. and Wi ilkes Barre and 
Hazleton, to show that in areas adjacent around this project which 
would be constructed there is serious unemployment now in spite 
of this unprecedented defense spending. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Donprro. Anything further ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Donprro, Thank you, Mr. Prince, for your statement. 

Mr. Prince. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. DONDERO. ( ongressman Pickett has sent word that he cannot 
be present until tomorrow. 

We have a few minutes for the next witness on the list. Is Mr. 
l'rase at A. Bailey, pres dent of the National Fecdet ition of Am rican 
Shi pping, present ¢ 

{ No respol Ise 

Mir. DONDI RO, Ts there anyol e here to take ~ place 

(No response, ) 

Mr. Rinry. Mr. Chairman, I can get my testimony in very shortly 
if vou would like to accommodate me. My name is Rilev. of the 
American Federation of Labor. , 

Mr. Donprro. If you can conclude by 12 o’clock, we will hear you. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, MEMBER, NATIONAL LEGISLA- 
TIVE COMMITTEE, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


1) 


Mi. Ru _€ | have il —— statement | Wold | Ke TO ibn if for 
the record ut thie puiat, Mr. hairman. 
\Ir. DONDERO, Wi thout mo ject ion. 
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(Mr. Riley’s prepared statement is as follows :) 
STATEMENT OF GHORGE D. Ritey, MEMBER, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


The American Federation of Labor herewith records its opposition to the 


easure, House Joint Resolution 337, designed to approve construction 





pending n 
on a two-nation busis of the controversial St. Lawrence seaway 


Only last month, at its San Francisco convention, the A. F. of L. reexamined its 








position on this matter As a result, it reaflirmed that action « ts exe ve 
council taken earlier this year Further, the convention, without dissenting 
vote. having considered all factors, went once more on ré ra i Op] ed 1 the 
proposition set forth recurrently to create this seaway 
It should be explained that there had been two PSO] ons ottered in the 
convention, one by a State federation of labor, the other by an ternational 
union seeking endorsement of legislation to build the seaway But, after the 
background on the over-all stand of the American Federatior Lat s 
vy studied, the resolutions committee adopted this lang ae 
This committee after an exhaustive inquiry found that there ! l 
reason presented which might justify a reversal of the position take previous 
nventions in isfavor of the proposed St. Lawrence sea i f I est 
nd the executive council approved the report of i p i minitte nd 
ur ¢ . ttee ecomme le approv: 1 of the executive cour decision 7 p 
f the two resolutions embraced and referred to in tl eport 
The reasons set forth by the American Federation of Labor re 
this project have been set forth rather clearly from time to t ‘ ere re 
they need not be 1 ated at this me e they are | of ( 
your committee 
Instead, I believe now that the attention of \ 11 ‘ mittee sl ( e called 
to some ot the p nts in the prey OUuUs The S e House Joi { Res tion 4 h 
points have been dropped from the present House Joi! Res on 337 And 
on the other hand, some things which have been injected by \ t prese 
re | > 6 
HH J t Resolution 4 ! ne st the 
p ine es shed ner Of approp wv 1} 
I ed ! l ! tI enuwa ( | © ¢ ‘ ~ 
\ I] J l?< j fiiy } | 
er 1 »p hy } thre ‘ ‘ , 
na I latter ye te had disposed ! rg 
‘ l \ } ppropl ( ‘ 
} re } ne the rop é H 
j | r 7 ‘ ‘ thie 
t } © ¢ ‘ t ad ‘ \ I I 
r , , nme 
if Lie est h l ! 1) el ‘ ] 
e> I re ef ‘ 
} \ ] ( 
, he ¥ } , eo oP we nie 
Lnd si 1 Lil vy La \ ‘ 
I ‘ pea } } 7 ed ad ‘ if hig ~ 
S19 I fore the ] t has been reached 
B ere | e been many things to happen sil 1946 w ! fi e 
\ tb There is another war on n d the Congress is scratching the 
bottom of the barrel tryir to get revenues together to maintain us from that 
great internal explosion which the Russians are hoping and planning for us and 
é me sing fight along the fronts of many pe eters 
1} ye rom reading this sect (2 eve f D y 
we now ent ! n is our national be ‘ is being dest ved here nally niaver of 
prec ! on ad { it which 1 " hy ‘ g 
1} r anv part thereof 
TI " i ens l ‘ e] ad ft « ‘ } ~ 
| Wi d it. thers he ft i the mre dent t) ! ‘ I 
f ‘ nd rbor work t } financed } ‘ ‘ ‘ hlis g ’ 
( na oO ( é i } s I 
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It would appear that the safety valve was kept out of this bil en We compare 
its provisions with those of House Joint Resolution 4, section 4 (b), which at 
least contained the following wording: 

“Unless Congress by law authorized such [appropriating], no amendment ¢ 


the avreement, and no exchange of notes under article 1, section 4, thereof, sha 
impose additional financial or other obligations on the United States 
The proponents of House Joint Resolution 4 tried to report out that resolution 


with this provision in if but now have chosen to eliminate it, so far as | can tell. 


Vithout that section, the advocates of this project, rather than the Congress, 
would have complete say-so over the entire enterprise, without limitation finan 
cial or otherwise regardless of what the Congress might wish Just so long as they 
failed to spend more than $19 billion on a blank-check basis I read the bill, 
This means our shooting wars will be in direct Competitio th the seaway 
because moneys raised through the sale of more | s will be blended with 
other bond proceeds, thus insuring an even earlier date when the authorized bond 
limit must be increased in order to allow for 1 ‘ hey W carry 
on the wars If this is the intention of the s ipporters if this b we will not 


be far fre accomplishing the purpose 
House Jo ht Resolution ow 


337 would authorize the Secretary of the Treasury “to 
credit to the St. Lawrence fund from thi rocet e sale inv securities 
hereafter issued under the Second Libe ty Bond A is ; ender iT Sums us 


are required to carry out the construction,” ete. 


Thus the bill prescribes no limits to costs, no limits to debt up to $19 billion 
more, and apparently no limit on taxation Our tax authorities in Congress, ce 
tainly the Senate Finance Committee and the Senate, are irgely in agreement 
that we also have reached our taxation limit, short of an al it war, on income 


taxes and, apparently, corporation taxes 


Can this seaway be so vital that appropriations are going to be made without 





regard to other expenses of the Government, that the funded debt is going to be 





expanded or that taxes are going to be raised even more to join Canada who 
says she is willing to cut a waterway on her own responsibility? The way 
Government securities have been gyrating in recent months is a forewarning 
of what to expect under the further dilution of such bone 
It would appear that there is plenty of work within the United States which 

the Army engineers could profitably perform just now and which would keep 
them quite busy if there is not sufficient demand for the é es on the fighting 
f lding up fortifications and bridges and he ecessary estal 
li 

1 eek to a delegation here e Middle Wes | é 
in ining adequate flood relief in e Des Moi River B 
re el heard ich less than othe en | I 
in 

» delay your « ttee in its de ( ( ‘ ssue 
Oo! ( And »> Id Ke to rest hese re l s his [ i general note 


l ahor hich ; = +] a ; ‘ 
bso!) Is opposed to Uli pre { 1) thie OD 
to the proposition in principle in the past. 

That cover: mi biect. nnless vou have « r ons 

Mr. VMcGrece Cri quest on. Mr. R le \ \{ your ! onal col e] 
t1o 1 a reso] LIOn passed In oppositiol to ti ec ati my the 


. 
wa a enting vote, n the convention held } ~ Ie) hal oO. 
i } 1 ’ 
Mr. Macurowicz. Has your organization analyzed the present bil 


Llo ~ | Joint Resolution 337 ? 


Mr. Macrrow1 Ilas your organizatio1 nv} 
Da ial bill ¢ 

Mr. Riney. 77 part bill is not ( ( vr 
I I Op pr Oo t at the prese 





Mr. Macurowicz. H 
changes in the present 
Mr. Riney. Tl I) 
chrowiczZ. 


| 
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Mir. Riney. Yes. 
Mr. MceGrrcor. Do y 
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Mr. Ritxy. All adequately represented and accredited, the conven- 
tion proceedings show. 

Mr. Macurowicz. He did not say that. 

Mr. McGreeor. I asked the witness if they were present at the na- 
tional convention and if they voted against the resolution at the na- 
tional convention. 

Mr. RiLey. The convention voted agalnst the proposition of the St. 
Law rence seaway. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. The Wayne County delegates from Michigan? 

Mr. Ru EY. Let us Say, as | said in the beginning, that there was not 
a dissenting vote cast to the opposition resolution on the floor. 

Mr. Donprro. I might say, Mr. Riley, that Mr. Frank Martel, the 
head of the American Federation of Labor in Detroit, has been a wit- 
ness before this committee for this project. 

Mr. Ritry. Quite so. IJ have not had the pleasure before, but the 
A. EF. of L. h iS been represented before. 

Mr. Macurowicz. You are not inferring now that he has changed 
his opinion ¢ 
Mr. Riney. Who? 

Mr. Macurowicz. Mr. Martel. 


Mr. Riney. We are not speaking for the State and local affiliated 
bod es, They speak for thems lves. 

My. McGreoor. The representatives of those State and affiliated 
bodies were present at the national convention and did not vote 
aga st the resolution that was unanimously adopted ¢ 

Mr. Ritey. They had accredited representatives there. I can as- 


ure you of that. 

Mr. Donpero. Any other questions ¢ 

Mr. Macnrowicz. These particular changes were not discussed ? 
Mr. Rucey. This bill was not in existence at that time. 

Mr. Macnrowicz, And you are not inferring that there are no 
iil es that could possibly change the minds of the A. F. of L.? 

Mr. Rinegy. | have no inference to draw, ex ‘pl [ am uphold hg the 


position of the convention of the American Federation of Labor held 


n the last 3 weeks in San Francisco in opposition to the digging of 
the seaway along the St. Lawrence route. 

Mr. Donpero. Any other questions { 

No response. ) 

Mr. Donpero. If not. the committee will stand adjourned until] 10 
o'clock tomorrow morning 

Mr. Riney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The reupon, al 11:58 a. m.. the committee was a lio irned, to re- 


convene at 10 a. m., Tuesday, October 9, 1951.) 
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Conger mia lat KX wid esterday t int Ie Ove the 
power controvel \ fr lh} the enmwiy eC. ( ( til | olf. H b 1] 
really does not accomplish th It puts the } r off Depart 


‘nt of Interior, that is just aching to get it 

The power author ty’s apprehens on concerning the Intemor De 
partment’s attempted raid on the St. Lawrence and N agara power has 
been quest oned., ‘| hose Lppre hens Oll> have bee hia rr olt of. I 
wish to document for this committee the reasons for our apprehen 
SIONS: 

(1) In 1945 the advocates of Federal power monopoly tried to 
have New York thrown out of the St. Lav rence lee 3] il on. That 
was the time Governor Dewey petitioned the President to stop such 
action. That was the time that the President sent the message to 
Cor vress saying that { had alw Vs hee! ceontel pl ited that New York 


would own and sell the power, and he so recomm nded to Congress. 

(2) In June 1950 the power authority signed with the General 
Services Administration a purchase agreement on the rplus power 
line from Massena to Taylorville. That is a line which will carry 
power from the St. Lawrence project dow) nto the heart of New 


York and join up with the transmission system that exists already in 
the state. In November the Interior Departs went made every effort 


to bloc k the closing of that sale. Fort a ely, they were wi ible to 
bloc k the agreement! Had they blo ked . = © ould ave put the 
Federal Government in the position of welshing on a contract That 


did not happen. 

(3) In December 1950 the President’s Water Resources Policy Com 
mission made its report which recommends Federal prion ty on all 
public hydro powel projects, fl cd sug CNAaAt a ay del | whole ale 
tral smission system he estab] shed for N avara,. St. Lav re e. al d 


New England river projects. 


(4) Th SIS a point t | il has never b el) brought t thy ittentio of 
t] ommittee. and I think it of real aL ' L be 
Col ic by the committer 

I) \pi 11951, folloy ne my appearance before t ommittee co 
erning the St. Lawrence legislation. I met with A tant Secretary 
Davis of the Department of Commerce, General Pick and Colonel Pot- 
ter of the Ene er Corps, and Mr. Wolfe of t Department of I] 
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terior to explore means of } taking the authority's support of U ( 
way more effective. I proposed that we entel LO ror em 
orandum agreement covering the points of transm1 sion and distribu- 
: tion of the project power, and pro e } er of re\ ol 
, e } project const! ( yy tha ( ' I 
| ( ive CO led evel , 
x [tee relative t 1 terme om 
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+ 9 fo et ' N 
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As { , ority concerned. we ive f1 tated 
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On behalf of the administration of the State of New York, I reg- 
ister emphatic opposition to this bill in its present form. 

In Mr. Blatnik’s bill, power income is mingled with seaway tolls 
as revenue for one special fund. Thereby, the bill or the plan could 
pick the pocket of the northeastern power users by making them pay 
for navigation benefits. Furthermore, as a student of government 
and formerly a budget director—S years of it, and it will never get 
out of 1 \ blood—I do not lke to see a project of this magnitude 
taken out of the regular appropriation procedure. I think it is bad 
government, I think it is bad business. 

Mr. Blatnik’s bill assures that the Interior Department, with all 
system ol prio! ities and preferences, may iny icle the power field 
md tine Northeast without the express W 1] if Cor orTress, In the ab- 
sence of specific provisions on this matter in Mr. Blatnik’s bill, and 


anv 1 lure in the Tuture on the part ot ( ongress to leoislate concern- 


Ing the power, tt would mean that it would forevermore be handled 


by the Department of Interior. ‘That is a foot-in-the-door that we 
“ould never get out of the Northeast. It is just as great a violation 
of the rig! of New York and the northeast power consumers as 

plicit n the Lehman Roosevelt bill for Nii vara alls. In both 


Ils the ittempt is made to federalize the hydroelectric power 


| 
‘bills t 
of New York State without the express authorization of Congress. It 


Gentlemen, we want the seaway, and we want power in the North- 
east. It has been 20 vears 1 cOommneg, ind it sho ild be there soon. We 
teth wmpor your com} iltfee to go hack to the eartiier Blatnik bill. 
L] 1y< i nt Resolut » 4. and neorporate i that bill the wuthority 
) perat i! l mat cel vo ot powel cel KP¢ License That 
plat fully before your committee in the Niagara hearings. With 
t | pis. New York will pul cA h o1 the | irrelhe ic for th construe 


tion of the powel project 

Phank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrmman. Thank you very much. Maybe there are some 
members of the committee that would like to ask some questions, 

Mr. Donpero. I would like to ask two questions. 

Mr. Burton, if I understand the position of the New York Power 

Authority in relation to the Blatnik bill and this projec t, it 1s this: 
Would you be will ne in the State of New York to have the Federal 
Government construct the dam, the powerhouses, and the turbines 
and sell power to the State of New York Power Authority at the bus 
bar, and vou distribute it throughout the State of New York. under 
vour authority ? 
" Mr. Burron. Mr. Dondero, that would depend upon the decision 
that would be made relative to Niagara. It would also depend upon 
what assurance we would have of receiving St. Lawrence power from 
the Army at cost. If we could receive it from the Arm) at cost and 
develop Niagara power ourselves, we could not object, sir, as we would 
in that way accomplish the northeastern power pool. 

Mr. Donp! RO, The other question is this: Is the difference between 
the position of the New York Power Authority and the Department 
of Interior this: Under your plan the transmission of electrical energy 
would be over the existing grid system or, as you call it, the Northeast 
pool of power. Under the Blatnik bill it would be done by the Depart- 
ment of Interior through the construction of new transmission lines. 
Is that the difference ? 
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Mr. Burron. As expressed in the Lehman-Roosevelt Niagara bill, 
that is the fact. I think that is the Department of Interior plan for 
the Northeast. 

Mr. Donpvero. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. M ACK, Mr. Burton, how long has the Power Authority been in 
existence / 

Mr. Burron. Twenty years, sir. 

Mr. Mack. How much transmission line do you have ¢ 

Mr. Burron. Seventy-nine miles. 

Mr. Mack. How mans plants, steam or hydroel ctrl 

Mr. BURTON. Not a one. 

Mr. Mack. And when did you acquire these 79 miles of transmission 
line? 

Mr. Burvon. February of this year. 

Mr. MACK. In other words, up to February of this yeal the New 
York Power Aut} ority was in existence for 20 year's as a paper organil- 
Zation, Walling for the building oT some projects for 1t to take over; 
S that correct ¢ 

Mr. Burron Yes, sir. Phat is the full responsibility of the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Mack. Do you think it is wrong for the Federal Government to 
spend the taxpayers’ money In building these power plants and trans- 
mission lines? 

Mr. Burron. Mr. Mack, I think it is unnecessary. 

Mr. Mack. Do you think it is perfectly proper that the State should 
build them ? 

Mr. Br RTON, No. Sir. I do hot th k the State sl} ould build those 
transmission lines unless it has to, and I do not think it will have to. 

Mr. M ACK, In your statement you said that if the Fecdk ral Govern 
ment should build these plants and these transmission lines they would 
represent a tremendous increase in cost to the people of the Northeast 
territory. 

Mr. Burron. Yes, sir: it will. 

Mr. Mack. That would be exactly conti ury to the expe e that 
we have had in the States of Oregon and Washingto 

Mr. Burron. I recognize that. 


Mr. Mack. There, power is sold cheaper than anywhere in the United 
States, and it is distributed by the Federal Government. 

Mi BURTON. Yes: but there is a much greater differen : Phere S 
a creat difference between the West and the Northeast. In the North- 
east we have a system. The Northeast is practically covered. An 
infinitesimal area might not he cove red. ‘] he lines re there. 1) stead 
of building a line running from Massena to New York City—which 
you will never build anyway—we want to infuse that power into the 


eXIsting system. We call that an integrated powel pool, It may not 
be St. Lawrence power that ever reaches New York (¢ ity, but the « heap- 
ness of St. Lawrence power, plu the economies of integration you 
have two economiles—will reach the rural and domestic consumer. 
Under the Interior scheme you cannot get that economy of int oration, 


because they are going to build their own lines. Pheir ow lines will 
not be a part of an integrated system. 

In our State we have one large muni ipal plant, J imestownh Lt is 
) miles below Buffalo. TI ere are heavy eXIsting la es runhihne Trom 
Buffalo this way [indicating |, running through Jamestown. 

ieneneammmenes 
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The Interior plan, as it is expressed in the Lehman-Roosevelt bill 
it is awfully difficult for us to get specific on this thing, because it has 
been behind doors but as expressed in the Li hman Ror sevelt bill it 
says that the line to carry the power to Jamestown sha : 
Government agency. Well, now, that is just - lly, because there are 
hye 


! 
heavy lines already voing there, and we can cel ‘tter effect by put 


vy the power there through the existing lines, plus the economy of 

tev! iT1loO 

Mr. Mack. You will have to build the line ny v. fi e day 
f I points itsicle the cite will ou not 4 

\I BURTON As fara \I ha is co qu 

ve ed area lustrially, we have the on uuld be aspu 


Mr. Mack. If section 5 of the 
then be in favor of it? 

Mr. Burron. L would, sir, if the committee that T met th of Fed 
eral officials would give us a gentlemen’s agreement that the New York 
Power \uthority plan of an ntegrated northeast pool would be ac 
ceptable to the Federal Grover! } : 

Mr. Mack. I happen to be opposed to section 5 of the old bill. 

Mr. Burron. I know, sir. 

Mr. Mack. At the same time, | recognize that if issue. evel f it 

or is not Included in the present bill, will have to be fought out o1 
the floor of Congress. If it Is put nto the bill. we who oppose it will 
trv to take it out of the bill whe t reaches the oor of Converse 


‘Mr. Burton. Yes. sir. 


1 forme! budwet O! ind vo mac yypne efterel » SEeCTIO 
of nt low h provides that Federal Treasury will 

ie | aisto pay fort sp! t In vour op O it t take 
any control or review of the spending of money on t project out 
of the hands of the \ppropriations Committee, and leave Congress 
wil no check o1 the expenditures ? 

Mr. Burron. Completely. 

Mr. Mack. I agree with that. 

Mr. Burron. There is created a special fund in the Treasury De- 
partment, and it is all a deal between the ¢ ef of the Army engineers 
and the Secretary of the Treasury. Congress never sees it again. 


Mr. Mack. You and I see alike on that. 
Mr. Burron. I am glad of that. 
Mr. Donpero. In the Northeast integrated pool which now exists, 


do you have private util t\ lines and are the Va part ot that Hool 2 


Mr. Bi RTON, The pool doe not exist. Cor rressima Do lero, There 
in imtegration of ompal es within Ni \ Vi rk. beat | hot the best 


tegration that we ed. They are not tightly enough tied together 
Mr. DonpI RO, Would they be neluded } sing the pre sent exist 
Ing transmission lines ? 


NI) Burron Every one of them should b 
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Mr. Macurowicz. But you are opposed to the project unless there 
are attached to it the pro\ isions which you suggest, SO far asthe New 
York authority is concerned ¢ 

Mr. Burton. Sir, | am arguing for a plan. Iam opposed to this 
bill, and I am arguing for an idea. 

Mr. Macurowticz. Of course, you are aware of the fact that the new 
Blatnik bill has a provision that reserves this matter for the disposi- 
tion of the Congress. 

Mr. BURTON. Yes, SIPs and if Congress ever looks at it again, being 
a controversial issue, it might never get through Congress. As I said 
before, the Department of the Interior then would be forevermore in 
control of St. Lawrence power. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. So you want a shotgun marriage now of your plan 
with the St. Lawrence waterway, or else you are opposed to the entire 
St. Lawrence waterway ¢ 

Mr. Burron. This courting has gone on for 20 years, and I would 
not think it would be a shotgun marriage after 20 years of courting. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Of course, you are familiar with the fact that the 
author of this bill at one time did suggest your plan, cid he not ? 

Mr. Burron. Yes, sir. Mr. Blatnik has been a firm friend of the 
power authority for a long time. 

Mr. Mactrrowiez. And, under the circumstances as they are, the 
only way that we can get the St. Lawrence project through is to leave 
this matter for a fair determination of Congress later on 

Mr. Burton. I am not convinced of that. I have advocated to the 
Federal administration ever since I have been chairman that there 
is another way to get it, and that was through what was called the 
power priority plan. That was for New York and Ontario to pro- 
ceed with the development of the power project under license from 
the FPC and the International Joint Commission. Then you would 
have had the dam. You would have had the level pool of water at 
those International Rapids, and you gentlemen today would have 
before you only a simple rivel and harbor bill. If that had been 
done, this whole proposition in the Internationa! Rapids section would 
cost the United States $96,000,000, and that is all. Canada would pay 


wed ie) 
at) yt 


S252 OOO000 at current prices. New York State would DAV S&S 
QUO LOOU s and the United States, whenever it wanted a river and- 


harbor bill, would have paid only $96,000,000 

Mr. Macurowicz. Do you feel that the recent development, so far 
as Canada is concerned, adds particular weight to necessity for earlier 
action by Congres at this time ? 

Mr. Burron. I do not know. I think that is more a matter of for 
e. I do not like to see Canada treated 


| ] 


eign affairs than anything els 
suild the seaway vourself.” JT do not be 


SO roughly and to be told, “I 
lieve in that. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Would you like to see Canada go ahead and build 
the seaway itself ? 

Mr. Burron. I would like Canada to if the United States cannot 
get in there quickly and doit. I do not want them to have to do it. 

Mr. MA HROWICZ, And. if this bill is the only way that we can vet 
to do it, you would still be opposed to this bill ¢ , 


Mr. Burron. I cannot agree with this bill. That is the only way I 
can answer that. The Truman administration could have had this 


thin r on the road The whole show could pe ol t] © read today if 
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they had given us a power license in 1948 instead of dilly-dallying and 
putting it off until December of 1950. I discussed that completely 
with many Federal officials, and there are many officials who agree 
that that would have been a good deal. Iam telling you we would have 
power and we would have the seaway both today. The seaway hus 
sunk power for 20 years. It has been the old man of the sea on Sin 

bad’s back. That is what the seaway has been. And I believe in the 
seaway, but it has sunk our power project, and I do not see how you 
think you can get the seaway with or w ithout power. 

Mr. Biuarnik. Will you repeat that ? 

Mr. Br RTON, | do not see how we can get the seaway with or with 
out power. I do not see how the power issue 1s going to determine 
whether or not you get a seaway. 

Mr. Macurowicz. It is determining it, is it not? 

Mr. Burron. I do not think so. President Truman’s position has 
been that he had to move power in order to ret the seaway. Well. now, 
it is verv strange that everything changes just like that, and now we 
have got to get the seaway alone because power holds it back. That 
has not been 20 years of experience. ‘Twenty years of experience has 
been that the seaway has held back power. There is no disagreement 
on the need for power in the Northeast. That is stipulated by all 
people. There Is ho disagreement as to the public development of 
power on the St. Lawrence. There is a disagreement between the 
power authority and the Department of Interior, and I think Con 
gress could resolve that issue very quickly. 

Mr. Me (7REGOR. Mr. Burton. there seems to have been some ques- 
tion raised here relative to your organization, the power authority of 
the State of New York. The power authority of the State of New 
York has been established by the proper legislative body oft the state 
of New York; is that not true # 

Mr. Burron. That is right. Mr. McGregor. 

Mr. McGrecor. And In your previous testimony | helieve | am 
correct in saying that you stated that it was within your powel and 
you are ready and willing to construct this power project without a 
single dollar of cost to the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Burron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. One othe question, if I may. You have raised a 
question I lative to finances, In you! opinion, if we establish a 
precedent so that we are bypassing the \ppropriatior s Committees 
of the Con vress by turning this over to the Army engi eers Al d 
freasury Department as we are in this bill, would it be possible then 


for the same procedure to be followed by flood control, recinmation, 
and river-and-harbor projects / 

Mr. Burton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is all. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Bratnikx. Mr. Burton, your whole case her based on a big 

f’ and a very tenuous “if.” 

Mr. Burron. Mr. Blatnik, I do not think it is very tenuo I have 
lived aw fully close to that issue, 

Mr. Buarnix. I have been close to this for the 5 vears I have bee} 
here in Congress, and T maintain it is a very tenuous “if”—that C 


aress has to act w thin the t me required for completion of tty { 


nnd these things may happel 
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You inject the Interior Department into this issue, and I just want 
to make it clear, as far as I am concerned as the author of the bill, 
that the Interior Department or ho representative thereof, either 
directly or indirectly, had anything to do with the redrafting of this 
new resolution. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Blatnik, I understand that. 

Mr. Buatrntik. I am stating that for the record, Mr. Burton. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman vield for a question? May we 
ask who did draft the bill ? 

Mr. Buarnik. Yes, sir. I drafted it in my office after prolonged 
consultation with several members of this committee on both sides of 
the aisle and with the representatives ot the Feder il Powel Commis 
sion, the Department of Defense. Corps of Engineers, and the 
Treasury Department. 

Mr. McGreaor. Were there not othe people Involved who might 


be considered lobbyists for this special legislation, who were present 
and he Iped ¢ | believe mn vood friend has not l imed ill that played 


rtant part In the lrattine of this lee slation. 


nh Tipe ‘ pad ~ 

Mr. Buarnik. I said this bill was drafted in my office with the 
consultation of these governmental agencies, meeting the specific 
objections of the members of this committee and a mayo change, 


Mr. McGregor, made to ace ommodate vour obi tion. 
Mr. McGreeor, I appreciate that very much, but I just wanted the 


record to SHOW Who CGId assist the draft ne of the bill | hope the 
centleman, whet hie corrects his remark, wil put ! ill of those who 
assisted and plaved 1 mayor part in the dratting ol his particular 
eg slati 
Mir. BLATNIK. If I- may ont Lie | i\ ! r that the De 
partment of t Int or had 1 hing to ce 
Do \ ot agr th me that, if this House J R on 337 
bl Cana l > CO! rol ( 1 
{ ( ’ ‘ er) = | ! cr¢ 0 1 T ‘ Ni \ 
to New England States ' ; 
\ir. Burron. | ot ugree wit 
\] I> Ik I { } ove t S ie tv ( l 
} { Pp 
( L ve 
\] But | ‘ , \ ( 
1? { t Jt 
Ir. Buarnik. W I Q " 
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( ( r Ne Yo. { H R i 
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ret bill all | 
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Act of 1944. If the FPC would give us our license tomorrow, we 
would be under way by the time you would act on the seaway bill, and 
you would have a simple rivers-and-harbors job. That is the easy, 
k way to get the seaway. Power will be right out there as a 
lead horse. ‘| l@ Seaway cannot be stopped if you vet that reservoir 
it the Internat onal Rapids and get rid of all of that tumbling water 
{ rolling out to the sea and does no work. 


{ule 


that goes i} vy 
Mr. VE acur WICZ,. here are some who disagree with you 
Mr. Burvon. The seaway is going to come, as I said when you we 
t here the las . Ta etting be an old-timer her The 
here the last time. am getting to be an old-time ere. re 


hot 


away Is go oO to come just ke the Panama Car al. 
Mr. Macnrowicz. I hope vou live to see it. 


Mir. Burron I will live to see it I am convinced of that, if I 


don’t work too darn hard on this power problem. 
Mr. Buatnikx. Mr. Burton, under the Flood Control Act of 1944 
5 pro\ ded that pre ference ! the sale of ~ ich power and energy 
ill be eave to the pul lhe bodie nd cooperatives. Would youl 


New York Power Authority be cor dered a } ! MO“L) 
Vin BURTON Ye . l 


Mir. Buatrnik. And under es Oo n the ( ne} whic] 
power disposed of in the Nor ’ would not the law require 
that the dispens ne agency n this case the Depart nt of Interior 
shall gvlve preferent al treatment is required by law to the Power 
Authority of New York / 

Mr. Burron. And they turn right around and in t that we eive 
preter e throughout t ‘ ‘ { York Dullad tra 
IIsSslo | ( ( rry e yy { rot ci Uline ( eg ir | 
have a bu of Government lines strung over New ¥ State 
\ ire o Yo e al ( l Tt) eipal ro 

St. J ( Niag } I 
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Mr. Biarnrk. Just one more question. Is there any abuse by the 
Department of Interior in the building of duplicating and expensive 
and unnecessary t ransmission lines ? 

Mr. Mack. I would say not. 

Mr. Buarntik. I thank the gentleman very kindly. 

Mr. Burron. Could I add a remark to that ? 

Mr. Anceti. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Biarntik. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Ancett. What the gentleman from Washington has said ap- 
plies pretty largely to the State of Oregon, and I represent the district 
just across the Columbia River from Mr. Mack. We have PUD’s, 
and the operation of the Federal hydroelectric system in the Columbia 
River area under the Bonneville Administration has proven very 
satisfactory. 

Mr. Donpero. Will the gentleman yield for a brief question ? 

Mr. ANGexvyi. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Donpero. I have forgotten the percentage of the people in the 
State of New York now being served by private utility companies. 
Do you have that in mind ? 

Mr. Br RTON. Mr. Machold reported that it was 90 percent by those 
five companies. 

Mr. Donpero. Ninety percent served by five private utilities ? 

Mr. Burron. That is right. 

Mr. Donn! RO. And they would receive part of this power over their 
lines under the New York Power Authority ? 

Mr. Br RTON,. Tl ey would recelve it in proportion to the number of 
rural and domestic consumers that they have, which I think would 
probably also be about 90 percent. (ne thing is dollars: another 
thing is people. 

Mr. Fatton. Will the gentleman \ ield ? 

Mr. Burton, did I understand that you criticized the Interior’s po- 
sition in the Northwest ? 

Mr Burron. T did not. 


Mr. Fatton. You say they are two diff 
ita the 
i tit ‘ 


erelt problem . and what 
works we the Northwest will not work well in the Northeast 
_— 4 } . 1) 
just for the record 


Mr. Burton. That is what I wanted to add to Mr. Mack’s and Mr. 


Angell’s statement. [Lam speaking of the Northeast and not the North 
west Wi ha eah aren covers | wit! lines: t hve Nort] west do S nol 
They live 600 miles from some of those projects in many cases. We 
do not | e that fal Wily from our projects New Y ork 1] tthe North 
east ure compact, al | they have the lin a Inter or lust has not 
awakened to the fact that ere a clifference bet we the Northeast 
and the Northwest 

Me Meireie. We. Barton. 1 sn cote to comchade ty mentna: if 
vit peels team View York. will ioin us in setting this Klean Joint 
Resol tie BY hronug@h, with W itever minol chang mav be neces 
sary to clarity tft St. Lawret fund } ‘ Ol } ] ni most 
iyi l | if ( ! t | I ( it vou W }] 
have mawer ii short order: and.I will reverse your argument you had 
ibe t bu ( ist 1 the iW later on. 

You agree l we agree it it isa joint oject What ivigation 
mean tou if ( er meal to vol el » “Thirst It 
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once we get the facilities going on a dual purpose project entered into 
as a joint venture by Canada and the United States, then we will have 
navigation and power. Then you have something substantial to talk 
about. You have power right there at your threshold, and then we 
can thresh out in the 3- or 4- or 5-year period, whatever may be re 
quired for the construction of the project, how to dispose of that pow? I 
Now you are trying to determine whose hand is going to be on the 
power switch to control] power that does not even exist. That is merely 
an idea as expressed here in this resolution. 

Mr. Burron. Mr. Blatnik, I have been in this business of Govern 
ment for yA 5" years. I have either worked in (vovernment resar« h or 
in State government that full time, and by gosh, I believe in some fun- 
damentals that we have in this country. I am convinced that your 
bill will put the Department of the Interior into the Northeast and we 
will never get them out. That means that you are just kicking out of 
consideration the ability of a State todoa job and its responsibility to 
doa job. You are making all the more central a Government that is 
becoming too greatly centralized, because the Federal Government is 
taking functions from a State and a municipal government that those 
yvernments can do. 

I am not one who bays to the moon about States’ rights, but I do 
insist that States that have ability and municipalities that have ability 
should perform governmental services close to the people. 

I want to cooperate with the Federal Government. I want State 
and local governments to cooperate with the Federal Government. 
But, we do not want to come to Washington and have Federal offi 
cials look down their noses at us and say that we are financially, 
mentally, and administratively bankrupt. That is what I am telling 
you the power oflicials Say to Us every time we come down, and we 
are getting a little bit sick and tired of it. 

Mr. Buarnik. I shall conclude and merely say this: I have more 
confidence than you have indicated by your remarks in your congres 
sional delegation from the State of New York. the | irgest State dele 


fation that sits in the House of the Congress | have more confi 


(Fy 
po 


»tteay - 
iter con 


dence than you imply, that afte) l period ol t fev years, a 
struction of this project has been under way, that Members in both 
bodi s who re pres¢ nt the State of New York in this ¢ ONLTeSS \ 1 Se¢ 
that the interests of their and your State are protected here to the best 
of their ability. . 

Mr. Burron. Mr. Blatnik. it could have been on the road in 1948. 
and we would have it today. I am sorry for my outburst on the mat- 
ter of the States’ rights, but I believe in it very strong|) 

Mr. Ancei. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Angell. 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Burton. based 0 our experience in the North- 
west, my position on the Larcade bill previously considered was that 


| felt SOK ol » of the original bill should he e li) nated, which was 
done this bill Of course, the proot of the pudding n the eat 
ow and it has been brought to the attentio onunitts { 
e have one of the lowest rates in a large area on | roelectric Dowel 
of any place in the United States That is, we have it in the North 
west. 


Mi Bi RTON Yo ert nly do j i water dor 
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Government is being 


Mr. ANGeLL. Not only that, but the Federa 
repaid dollar for dollar with the amortization on that low rate we 
enjoy of $17.50 a kilowatt a vear, That 1 paying out the projects 
nah that the Federal Crovernment will be reimbursed dollar for dollar 
in the entire period, So we feel that operation, which 1 matter of 
historic experience with us, proves we are on SOUnd VTrol na. That is 
the reason I have taken my position on this bill. Since this new bill 
has been introduced I have received a large number of telegrams from 
New York, and | believe all other members of the comm ttee have. | 
received one Just us | entered the room. It sa telegram Trom Howard 
S. Cullman, of the Port of New York Author ty. 


The last paragraph reads as follows: 


In view of recent statements by Canadian IP! e Ministe that Canada is 

Lin Oo take on th havigation expenditures : Ss sole res Sil \ 1 $ 
folly for Congress to divert United States res t to Ul | ect designed 
primarily to bui up Canadian ports 

hese telegrams to which I have referred com he to committee men.- 


bers from various authorities in New York and public officials show 
that New York itself is greatly at sea on t questio You have 
viven the views vou are advocating, and you are the chairman of the 
port authority 01 power. 

~ Mr. Burton. Mr. Angell, I x present the whole State of New York. 
I do not represent the port city « f New York or the New York ¢ ity 
port. Mr. Cullman is chairman of the port authority which, of 


course, Wabts this Conumerce to Keep VOY nrougn the port ot New 
York City. I think if they have the seaway they | vet just that 
much more Hus ( ‘| wy ught to gel ui@hten i t 
Mr. Anocetn. Is it fair to sav the line of demarcation between those 
two of the New York groups ts: One advocatt the pr tion that you 
} t < ( l Tres na | i ( Li 
Khoo h appar ( vs of ‘ 
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Mr. Ancett. Where does the Cole-Ives bill enter into this? 
Mr. Burton. That bill carries the power authority plan. It says 


that the transmission shall be over existing systems under contract. 
Phat contract shall vuarantee CONTINUOUS operatiol and ownership 


of the power project by the authority, and that the rate must be agreed 
upon by the system, private or public, and the authority, before the 
flowing. So that the authority sits in the position of 


powel stein 
water 


th the utilities to insure that all of the cheapness of 


WOrKINYG W 


iall reach the ultimate consumer and it shall rea tin ids more 
. , , 

onsumers than can be done under the Interio1 plan. Phe two things 

ire all wi upped up h one idea, They Want public transmission, Phe 

ut Crovernment lines yong across the State to reach thie preferred 

istomers. Our law doe not sav that. Qur law savs you Lnhot 
tranismit pu hiely unless the utilities retuse ol ol 

Phere iv be some links In New York where, order To! sto gel 

\ { ] 1;] | +)! } , ’ 

over to ermont, Ol something tke that, a private l ty coulda Of} 


i! l il . vou! Vstel 1) ( tL Wwe 
powell yal | 

\Ir. LNGELI Ly you feel that 1 (| there ( eo i 
prope ethod of develop a { } er Wit ( ] Nev 
Yo elf per! ips one of the ce o fa \ 1 | 
held up so long ¢ 
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Mr. Burron. Before the Federal Power Commission there was a 
license application from a man whose name, I believe, is Spelinski. I 
know very little about him. He wanted to develop power at the 
International Rapids. 

Mr. Donpvero. He is from the State of New Jersey. 

Mr. Burron. He is from the State of New Jersey. None of our 
companies—none of the five big companies in New York State—have 
applied for a license for the St. Lawrence. The five big companies 
in New York have indicated that they will apply for a license on 
Niagara. 

Mr. Fatron. There has not been any action taken on any of them. 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Burron. No, sir. 

Mr. Fation. Do you think it is fair to have a group of people who 
will buy this power paying a premium on power to construct the sea- 
way many miles away? That is, just having one group of people 
paying for this seaway ? 

Mr. Burron. If that would be the result, Mr. Fallon, I think it is 
most unfair. 

Mr. Fatron. Do you not think that the power feature in this bill 
is the only way that they could ever amortize the seaway ? 

Mr. Burron. I am not a competent witness on that subject because 
I do not know whether the seaway is going to pay for itself or not. If 
it should not pay for itself, this is a convenient way to see that it 
does. 

Mr. Fatton. Of course. I have been through a lot of these hearings 
in the past 6 years and I have heard time and time again the statement 
of Mr. Dondero from Michigan—and he can correct me if it is not 
so or if I am not correct—that the people who buy the power should 
pay a little extra in order for this project to get underway. 

Mr. DONDERO. I want to correct that. | never s vid they should | 
have said they could and still have ¢ heap power. 

Mr. Fatron. It could be put on the cost of power 1} order to amor 
tize the eaway. 

Mr. Buarnik. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Fatton. Yes. 

Mr. Buarnix. My bill, House Joint Resolution 337, makes a definite 


allocation On how costs shal] be recorded Al d the power costs split 
evenly in half for power facilities alone to be borne by Canada and 
the United States In addition, you have your costs listed in the 


Corps of Engineers’ statement that are attributable both to power 
and navy imation, or common to hoth. Those costs common to both are 
to be divided in half and added on to the power only cost. Let. one- 
halt ot the cost common to both power and nay igation be taken, cut it 


in half so that a quartel is allocated to Canada and a quarter to the 


United States. Then you have remaining only the cost of the navi 
eation facilities in detail broken down and completely separate. 

The cost of the 1 ivigatiol facilit es will n lude the othe half of 
the Ost of those tel COM Mon hoth to havigation mad power, 

Mr. Fartrton. Do I understand you to sav that the income from 
me we wlll he not iW ne ? { mid ha ine ‘se . ry) ‘ ot} . 
Y) er \v 1 be } | ( e po rye tive one rol navigation, from 


tolls. will be put 1 another pot, and they will be amort d separately / 
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Mr. Buarnik. It is not separately. It is merely a matter of book 
Keeping, but there will be a separate accounting and a separate record 


of all revenues. We will know what revenues are received from the 


power, and they shall be allocated to the cost of the power facilities 


] | 
i that re 


vhich goes fo. amortization, interest. operation, and all 
aquired for that power plant. 

Mr. Faniton. In other words, it is possible for either one of 
projects to be amortized before the other one / 


Mr. Buarnix. Yes. That is possible. 


Mr. Fauton. Then if the power is amortized, the seaway is to 
carry itsown load. Is that right ? 
Mr. Buarnix. The seaway will carry its own load all the 


through over the 50-year period. 
Mr. MeGrecor. Will there be a separate series of bonds issued, 


that is, one for power and one for the seaway ¢ 


Myr. 131 INIK. No J ist one fund, Mr. McGregor. but ther shall 


be a detailed accounting of for what purpose every dollar is spent 
If it is for power we charge it to power, and if it is for navigation 
we charg to navigation. Likewise, on the money coming back, in 
the det vuied accounting Whatever comes Prom por el Ss recol led nere, 
and whatever comes from navigation is recorded there. ‘There will 
he no dor bf as to where the money Is going to or where it comes Trom. 


Mr. Donpero. Will the gentleman \ ield ? 
Mr. Buarnik. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Donprro. It must not be overlooked that the twe projects are 


tied towet lie rtoa ertain extent, heca ise the dans that will be bu lt 
to Tul sh the power are also the dams that furnis e head of water 
for navigat in. 

Mi BURTON Yes. And thi formula ex Sts 1h tlie old State iccord 
for thy illocatiol of those costs to the power ni the seuway. But. 
Congress! Blatnik. vou do commingle your money Lhe money is 
COmMnNUUNe Tea, , 

Mir. Scupper. Will the gentleman vield ? 

Mr. »LATNIK. Yes. 

Mr. Scupper. I have been listening to this « ISS1O morning 
at that end of the table. I did go on the trip tot e St. Lawrence. I 
have quite a bit of interest in this project and I just want to ask Mr. 
PULrto i questo! Did I understand you to say that the cost of the 
seaway would be reduced to about £96 00001 Ou e Autho \ ere 
civen the right to construct the power facilities’ After the dams are 
built, the of the water would be provided and the costs of the 
anals would be about S96,000,000 ¢ 

Mr. Burron. Mr. Scudder, that would be in the International 


Rapid sect on only. 


Mr. Scupper. Yes. 
Mr. Burvon. I haven't figured it out for the whole stretch from 


Montreal to Duluth, but in the International Rapids section here 
powet volved, if the power priority plan had been adopted and 
New Lork al a Ontario | ad then lice se We WO ld today be pay hy 
S232 million each and the seawayv in that section { e Inter itio 
Rapid yne 40 miles there, would cost Federal Go nt 
shit ( 
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Mr. Burron. Next time. Mr. Chairman, I will sit down. 

The Cuarmman. The next witness will be Mr. Thomas Kennedy, 
vice president of the United Mine W orkers. Vir. Kennedy. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS KENNEDY, VICE PRESIDENT, UNITED 
MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA 


Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, m) 
name is Thomas Kennedy. I am vice president of the United Mine 
Worners of America. | live 1h Hazletor . Pa.., Which State, I think, 
by the Way, | equally Inportant W th the State of New York. 

On behalf of the Ui ted Mine Workers of Amel ( i, Ll appea before 
youl honorable committee to reiterate oul Opp tie to thre St. Law 
rence seaway project. 

On April 18, 1951, I appeared before your committee and presented 


a Statement in Opposition to the seaway resolution then pending. | 
was interrogated at some length with respect to our position. I see 
noth ne in the present resolution that chang th tuatlon The 
present resolution, No. 337, has to do with tolls and public power. It 
Inno way fFeets thr prin ples of oul Opposition to the suggested pro] 
ect. 1, therefore, submit that if the committee deems it necessary, my 
statement of Api 1 18. all of which is contained 1 part 2 of the hear- 


ings, be presented for use of the Committee on Public Works. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Mr. Chairman, | would like to say something. 

Che CHammMan. Mr. Machrowicz. . 

Mr. Macurowicz. I have gone through this statement as submitted 
by Mr. Kennedy, and I find little in this staten t relative to the new 
bill. It Ss a reiteration ot the policy take on the Sst. Lawrence 
waterway as a whole. Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Kennepy. I think, Mr. Congressman, en permitted to cor 


tinue | il] draw some conclusions with respect to the present reso! 
LION. 
\i | owicz. I , the enti fs ment reit t) } 
Sit. MIEACHROWICZ. notice the entire statenr tL reiteration of the 
POLUcy of your organiZat hn With regard to the St Lawrence Wwitel 
way. As I understand it, the purpose ot 1 particular hearing’ Was 
to discuss the merits or demerits of the new resolution and not to go 


into detail o the merits of the St. Lawrence w ilerway. 

Mr. Kennepy. I think it has to do with the activities of the per 
formance of this new resolution with respect to the 1 les of Congress 
und to parliamentary practice is we Know It lh government 

Nii M cHrowicz. | not ed that aiso Mr. | rman, and | think 
the q lestion of pal inel tary procedure is not a matter before this 
committee at this time. 


Mr. Bray, Mr. ¢ hairman, I move, since the time 1 il otted here to 


the proponents and the opponents, that it is not incumbent on us to 
criticize how they arrange their time in presenting their case. I move 
the gentlemen be allowed to proceed with his statement. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Just in answer to that, that is all right with me 


j . 1 } " 1 1 
is long as the opponel ts of the bilil do not iter obD ject to say they 


were not given sufiicient time. lf they consume their time on matters 
not before the committee it this time, they cannot iter object certainly 
about t beings heard. Chere niay be some ¢ er withesses who may 
Wish to testify regarding the part ular matte ve have before 
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The CHarrman. Are you objecting to the statement of the ge! tle 
man and asking he be forbidden to testify ¢ 

Mr. MACHROWICZ. I do not object to his testify vo, but I do want to 
note that the resolution brought out by this committee unanlmou ly 


was that the fe timony 1s to be lhmited to certall sper tl matte! 
\i ; < EN NEDY Ith nk 1 hastodow th the subject, M Cl I I 
Nin \/ rReOwtl ; If t e® Onnponen«s } ive no ot 1 ( . | 


} w mv oblect na lone ast f was made clea 
Mr. Doxpero. That matter was determin 
Mr. Macur Phat 
Mr. Kennepy. All right! 
Phe CHATIRMAD. ALL 2 
Mr. Kenn Hows ey 
t | ( t 
t or hse ( ) I 
, thet 
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P \I | H | 
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fore el i ‘ 
pted 
Phe R tives who ar o1 , 
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ay rte 
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thone }? ient 1 ’ fe! r I 
t joi It pears to ’ :, 

M d the President was a e ane 0 

or the pi tion of House Resolut a on wa 
pre ted se ral d ! that W e Hou ( ‘ li ( 
to me that ellig of 1 (mel! peopl iken ve 
lightly by those who staged this act It so ti parent that evel 
child could see through it 

Out of these extracum liar a ties. ( vour committee retused 
to report out the first resolution, a patter has been laid out by the 
proponents of the seawav legislation ch certainly does not mesh 
with our conception of representative government. After exhaustiy 
hearings, t] , 


nes. this committee saw fit to vote adversely on the seaway 
rion. The pre nonents | id their dav m court. 


\ reso 


Phi proponents of this seawav resolution refused to invol { 


ruies and the parliamentary procedures necessary tor 1 


tion of this measure which was prey lousy defeated n the committee. 
On the cor trary, they elected to flaunt these rules ar | beat the devil 
about the bush by Introducing 1 so-called new measure, sl a tly 
changed n deta Is but not nh prim pie. It is my\ iumb adonient 








nd ee , c ‘ ‘ | ‘ L 
l I J ( { orr'e l would 
é t te he { \ ( t be 
\ l t ( | { 
’ ) tself To LOL ne reasol 
reine OUTLAY ¢ bh 0 rohit ve Tol it 
nation. 
| might digre here or a monte t, Mi ( rma I) onnection 
thi the testimony of the genttel hn who preceded me With regard to 


the Ontario Powel Lut rmOoOrVityv. | WOULC like to av tl 52" hey have 
irvevs Tol i hvdroel tric plant Ol the Matanuska 


eel hihi 1g 
I ver in the vicinity of Blacl Dor ala mines tor the past Dor 6 years. 
‘| host surveys have all bee mace, but the project has been held up 
by e Ontario commission, depending upon whether or not the 
United States will go along with the seaway propositiol 

I have that from very responsible authoritie In fact, I fish with 
one of the largest landowners in that vicinity, who is affected by this 
new hydroelectric project on the Matanuska River. If they are not 
ible to go through with that and if they do not have money enough 
for it. | doubt that they would have money enough to g tlong with 


runs for many miles o1 the American side, 


| ani not an expert 1} hnternatiol | relat Ons, territol il bounda- 
ries or otherwise, but it 1s my mpression that the main channel run 
ning o} the America cle ould not ve taken ovel by Cay ia without 
ome arrangement between the governments. \fter reading the testi 
MOn ys ol previou heal hes, iti UN ler the Pipe QO! that the | nited 
States intended to and would be required to do this work along the 
hannels and locks located on the American side of the rive 

Moreover, several power projects on other rivet Ontario have 
Hee] held ip by the Ontari Power! Ant Oritv. ana i@ statement is 
hee) made t | it ney \ 1] e held } Hey ] PY fiy ] out 
W Iie er tiie \) { I GF0\ ment It put ( { O Tlit en \ 
rf. 1 ida eal 0 hie | era iso ple X1) ‘ | thes 
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their day in eourt and should how conduet themselves in conformity 
and, in the words of former Mayor Gaynor, of New York, that they 
should gracefully retire and eo wavy back and sit down. 

The Cuatmman. Mr. Blatnik. ~ 

Mr. Brarnrx. Mr. Kennedy, you state that the introduction of 
House Joint Resolution 337 was a staged affair. Naturallv. I am com 


with the true prin iples of cood sportsmanship ; of vood vovernment ; 


pelled he »to clarify the record. 
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Mr. Donprero. Will the ventleman vield ? 

Mir. Bi ATNIK, I Vv il] he clad to vield. 

Mr. Donprro. For the benefit of Mr. Kennedy, I t to say that 
there are plenty of precedents for the action taken by mv ‘colleague 
from Minnesota in introduc ne the resolution Where vou cha} ce 
or introduce new matters in a bill it is entirely within the r ohts, ae 
cording to the precedents of the House of Representatives, to intro 
duce them. 

Now, may I make this one comment ¢ Wh le I admire vou for de 
fending and protecting the interests of the people Vou represent. will 
you not give some of us the same credit for do ne tl e same thing? 

Mr. Kennepy. Congressman, I concede any Member of Congress 
the right to put in this type of legislation through this resolution, 
but I am saying to you I know a little about parliamentary law and 


usave hecause I h ippened to be thi pres dent « tf the Senate of Penn 
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sylvania for 4 years, and we followed the rules of the House and the 
usage in that deliberative body. 

‘To illustrate, we had a bill and this bill was the property of your 
committee. If they made a mistake in the presentation of that bill 
with respect to language and the committee adversely voted on it, 
then avenues were prov ided for reconsideration within that committee. 
Everybody else in Washington, if they cannot get that consideration, 
has a right to the recourse of a petition on the floor of Congress DY 
getting a petition signed DY a certain number of Members of Congre 
We had to LO through that. Sut, evidently, you did not invoke the 
regulatio is or rules of the committee for reconsideratio1 hn order to 
accept the suggestions of Congressman Blatnik. 

Mr. Donprro. My friend is in error in his position on that. 

Mr. Kennepy. I do not think so. 

Mr. Donprro. My able colleague from Minnesota simply tried to 
meet the objections which were raised against this bill by introducing 
rhe new resolution how before us. : 

Mir. Kennepy. In other words, 
of manslaughter, then use some other charge. 

Mr. Steep. Mr. Chairman. 

The CyHatrMan. Mr. Steed. 


f vou cannot get by with a charge 


Mr. Sreep. Is it not true the proponents of this b ire using the 
visit of the Prime Minister of Canada as one of their arguments as to 
why we should act now?’ Is that not being used as a reason why tlus 
committee now should have the matter under consideration / 

Mr. McGrecor. I think that was included 1 e stateni Or my 
CLISst rl shed fmend from Minnesota. 

Phe Cuamman. Mr. Steed, are you asking me that q 

\l “te » | am ask ng \ eo ihe pro] . i 
il 

Phe Ci RMAN. |] Sali el reiy hey 1] 

Mr. STE! meome rerere e I by Thiache { \ 

Prime Minister of Cana Is the fact that 
other ¢ r Use by th | ponel Oot t sn ( i x ( 

( ve the matt ip now. and why we 
\\ ru the next se ( ot Ce OTess hike ol i i 
to do 

The CuarmMan. | would like to answer t q ( 
asked me. Are you certall that the Prime Minis ot Ca 
down here especially on this seaway matter, 01 t just f tlol 


which you read 1n the newspapers 


Mr. Sveep. Well, 1 had that impression from wh ome of the pro 


( this bill have told me. 


po ents of | 

Mr. McGreeor. 1 wonder if anyone would deny he was here / 

Lhe ¢ HARMAN, There Is no dou Lol his be ing here, but What was 
aiscussed at the conTference 18 an entire iy ditferent question, 

Mir. Macurowicz. Are we not now going a little bit overboard, Mr. 
Chalrma We are not ready yet to say the Parliamentarian is going 
to be overruled on parliamentary rules, by a witness before this con 

ttee, whether the witness was a member of the Pennsylvania o1 


malt 
Mich van Senate, or any other senate. 
Mh ie NNEDY | have not made that observatiol 








1 ' 

Nin \] CHROWICZ . 5 In a rar a | i} ( ( ea i the Parthia 

lrit i rile { D order tt r( rto be DINndInY On me 
i! {I tl K It Will be on evel other membel! T thie Ol tles 


Mr. Macurowicz. And if he rules otherwise. that ( o bind 

¢ on the members of this committee. 

Mii IK NNEDY It Ss I dading on me Lis®, if | ! r ( ne rioht te 
! > Es \ OpDse! iti 5 


K¢ ° 
M I: LLON. Nha Chairman. I would ce tO make ¢ C ODservatlol 


L te ive thie i e ol or] ! ‘ 

ru ral. 

\] IN} N | | © ¢ }) ( 

Mr. Doxpero. May 1 er my frie m O 
{ I y privilege to be ( . 
pl I ton each « I met 

| si ‘ 
Felt thre ro ale | So | ‘ 


\l Sep sagst Reagent” vat Fale age 





MM pressiol 


be 


ove 
Mr 


wt ¢ 
{ 

\ 
rs) 


t ike! 
rl | 
. KeENNED) 


nn 


nts. 


ery 


| 


VNEI 

CHR 
4 
‘ 


| { 
rie 
T> 
i>! 
R 
| 








1640 ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY 


visit of the Prime Minister of Canada to the United States was a 
staged affair to try to foree this bill out of committee. | further 
agree with you that high-handed techniques have been employed by 
the administration in trying to secure hasty action on the bill. In 
saying that I make no criticism of Mr. Blatnik, because this project 
is of tremendous interest in his territory. He started work on his 
bill very early. He had a right to present his bill. 

While I am for this project, I do disagree with and condemn the 
high handed methods which have been employed by the administra- 
tion in trying to secure hasty action on this bill. 

The Crairman. If that is all the questions, thank you very much, 
Mr. Kennedy. 

Mr. Kennepy. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Now we have Congressman Butler, of New York, 


who desires to hn ike a statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. BUTLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Buriter. My name is John C. Butler, Congressman from the 
ng al District of New York State. 

to the bill and | am asking Tol the privilege of ex- 
rks Within the next day Ol ob cause I did hot learn 


lorty-fourth ¢ 


( 
I ai opposed 


rename mv ren > Witt 
perhaps it Was Mm) fault and I was not alert—that this was coming up 
until yesterday. So I have not had a chance to prepare a statement 
up to the present time, ind IT ask for a day or two ore so that ] can 
get the statement our and present it to vou. 
The CuatrrmMan. Without objection, that may be done. 
Lhe state ent of Congressma Bute | is follow ) 
S { IN ( SUTI rH N \ DISTRICT, 
(Ky ( 
Wit Hi W ( St. Lawrence 
' ‘ g iments 
esented i f l 1} cularly 
I l I e United 
States 
r} eed I r l d perm 
f ! R Minnesota 
tt ( ners tor 
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or Stee ( » Lake 
Suy 
\! ' ‘ : ive ‘ here neither impera 
tive need f ! rado! e nol mical re ( I stil the American tax 
pay w! ly p for their o 
nd ( p el ! ve detrimental to the 
re] ril t 
I thermore udging fro rent newspaper eports, whatever benefits 
might be derived from construction of the proposed seaway undoubtedly would 
accrue to Canada Phis appears evident fro n Ottawa dis} itch which states 
that legislation already has been drafted to be placed before Commons authoriz- 
ing const! of an entirely Canadian-built St. I rence seaway, regardless 
of any determination by us 
My persona pinion is that traffic on the sea y ould be far less than 
estimated, as mal experiences in this count! and in Europe have proven 
Yeurs ago the wheat-producing center of the United States moved from the 


Northwest to Kansas and her neighbors to the south; and no Kansas wheat 
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would move to Europe over the St. Lawrence seaway. Most of the higher-speed 
ocean vessels would not find it profitable to move above Montreal, because of 
the hazards of navigation for large oceangoing vessels in the international 
section. The out-bound traffic would come from an area now Well supplied with 
transportation facilities, private and public. Any serious diversion of this 
traffic would bring irreparable damage to the existing investments in the rail- 
roads, highways, and waterways of this region 

The claims of large benefits to our corn, oats, and wheat farmers rests on 
fancy, not-on fact. The exports of our corn range from one-half to 1 percent; 
and most of this moves to Canada, Mexico, etc. The seaway would bring no 
benefit to our corn farmers. Very little of our oats crop is exported; the seaway 
would bring little benefit to oats farmers. 

There is a shortage of steel and other essential materials that would be used 
in the construction of this seaway. We are unable to get enough steel, ete., 
to build schools and hospitals—this material being needed to carry on the war 
and provide for defense 

There are already ample water transportation facilities between the Great 
Lakes and salt water. The contention that the Great Lakes are now landlocked 
is a shock to those who have used the present St. Lawrence canals and the new 
State barge canal in New York in the movement of commodities to and from the 
North Atlantic, and the Mississippi Waterway to and from the Gulf of Mexico 

Prior to World War II some of our shippers used a relatively small number of 
foreign vessels which operated between the Great Lakes and foreign ports via 
the present St. Lawrence canals in the movement of both in-bound and out 
bound commodities. I have been informed it is their considered judgment the 
proposed seaway would not attract any greater quantity of traffic to or from our 
area than has heretofore moved through the existing canals 

The manner in which the unprecedented amount of traffic was moved during 
World War II without any serious difficulty is more than ample proof that our 
present transportation system of railroads, trucks, and waterways is sufficient 
for our needs and that the taxpayers should not be burdened with further non 
defense spending which would be entailed by our participation in the construc 
tion of the St. Lawrence seaway The seaway would not reduce the over-all cost 
of moving this Nation’s business. Any value that it might be to a relatively 
small section of our country would be more than offset by the cost of the project 
and the loss to those who would be adversely affected 


The CHarrMan. The next witness will be Mr. William A. Carr. who 
wishes to insert a statement for the record. 
(The statement of Mr. Carr is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. CARR, DrRecCTOR, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 
ROCHESTER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, ROCHESTER. N. \ 


The Rochester Chamber of Commerce, by various resolutions of its board of 
trustees and a referendum of its members, stands opposed to the Great Lakes 
St. Lawrence seaway and power project as an economically unsound undertaking 
The following statement of the views of the chamber of commerce was speci 
fically and unanimousiy approved by the board of trustees on the unanimous 
recommendation of the executive committee and the committee on inland water 
ways. While the following discussion was prepared in opposition to previously 
proposed legislation to authorize this project it is of equal force and effect with 
respect to House Joint Resolution 337 now under consideration by your com 
Inittee 

This policy is not based upon personal opinions or convictions of any parti 
cular individual or group of individuals, but rather upon a careful analysis of 
the essential economie factors involved We outline the reasons for our con 
clusions below. 

The total available power in this project is estimated at 1,100,000 horsepower 
or 820,600 kilowatts, but the firm capacity is ony 570,000 kilowatts. (These are 
actual figures taken from release No. 5160 of the Federal Power Commission, 
dated December 22, 1950.) This is not more than the normal annual increase in 
capacity in the State of New York. Upstate utilities alone will install practically 
as much additional capacity in 2 years. 

Estimates of the cost of this project vary greatly. General Wheeler's esti 
mate of the cost of the power development alone, in 1947, was $270,346,000 
Applying the index of Whitman Requardt & Associates, of Baltimore, which 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM F. GIESEN, GENERAL MANAGER OF THE MARITIME 
ASSOCIATION OF THE Port OF NEW YORK 


The maritime association of the port of New York is a membership association 
of approximately 1,400 persons engaged in one form or another in the maritime 
industry. Our organization has been in existence since 1873. Over 90 steam- 
ship companies are members. These companies include a very large percentage 
of the major steamship operators doing business in the United States today. 

As a group of this nature, we are strenuously opposed to the St. Lawrence 
project 

A wealth of material has been recorded over the past 30 years in connection 
with this highly controversial project. Many of the arguments made, both for 
and against the St. Lawrence seaway, are tainted with what might be styled 
selfish reasoning. The desire for sectional development, individual business 
promotion, and political expediency are basic interests which easily could be the 
compelling motive for many individuals taking their position either for the sea- 
Way or against it 

During the past year or so, it has become increasingly apparent that forces 
exist in the world which threaten our American way of life. Faced with this 
realization, the question of whether or not to build the seaway can only be 
answered by a decision of whether it would be good or bad for our Nation as a 
whole. In presenting our views today, you may be sure that the underlying and 
sincere motive is to give this committee the benefit of the thinking and opinion 
of substantial maritime people who have considered the question in this light. 

We are firmly convinced that the virtual outmoding of over 90 percent of 
American-flag vessels, so far as use in what bas been styled “a new sea front,” 
is unsound from an economical, practical, and national defense standpoint. In 
this connection, the facts appear to be as follows: 

Approximately 90 percent of existing American-flag vessels could not use a 27- 
foot channel when fully loaded, even if it were desirable to do so, because of the 
excessive draft of the vessels. This fact is not subject to controversy 

The controversy in this connection is whether or not an economical operation 
could be pursued despite the fact that fully loaded vessels could not use the 
seaway. 

It has been alleged that many ships can be operated profitably at a 75-percent 
capacity average over a period of a year. If it is true that a profitable operation 
can be planned with a yearly average of 75-percent gapacity, this is a far cry from 
knowing in advance that 75 percent represents a ship's top capacity if the vessel's 
operation is planned for use in the contemplated seaway. An average can only 
be obtained by an averaging process. When 75-percent capacity is the limit, 
maintaining it as an average is manifestly an impossibility Shallow-draft 
foreign vessels could operate with 100-percent capacities. These vessels are and 
would be in competition with American-flag vessels. This tremendous advan 
tage, coupled with existing foreign cost advantages, cannot be overlooked from 
a competitive standpoint 

Commodore Robert C. Lee, executive vice president of Moore-McCormack 
Lines, Inc., recently stated the steamship operators’ view on this topic at a 


meeting held in New York City on February (27, 1951 After mentioning the 
admitted fact that 90 percent of American-flag vessels could not operate fully 
loaded in a 27-foot channel, Commodore Lee said: “The suggestion has been 


made that a greater number of American-flag ships could use the seaway if 
they were only partially loaded. Sometimes ships are required, by reyson of 
schedule, to sail although they are not fully loaded, but no operator, American 
or foreign, would find it economically feasible to be forced to accept the fact 
that all his ships must sail ail the time only partially loaded.” 

The considered opinion of steamship operators in connection with the St. 
Lawrence seaway is available to this committee in the form of the answers ob- 
tained by the late Senator Josiah W. Bailey when he requested the views of 
steamship companies in 1946. Thirty-two companies answered this inquiry, 
thirty said they were opposed, one expressed a neutral position, and one was for 
the seaway. A review of the reasoning contained in these letters published in 
the Congressional Record in 1947 will disclose that a channel of greater depth 
than 27 feet would not cure the basic defects of the project Navigational haz- 
ards in the tortuous route of approximately 2,200 miles from the mouth of the 
St. Lawrence to Chicago or Duluth are so great, despite adequate channel depths, 
that most operators would not assume the risk. It must be remembered that this 
voyage covers many miles cut through solid granite, where high wind and 
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blanketing fog frequently prevail and where anchorage may be impossible The 
possibility of a large ocean-going vessel getting out of the channel and becoming 
severely damaged is a danger that is constantly present. 

The records of Congress are replete with evidence of the efforts of this Nation 
to maintain an adequate American merchant marine. Billions of dollars have 
been spent in this endeavor, based on the firm and sound conviction that our 
ships are indispensable to our Nation, commercially and from the standpoint of 
maintaining an adequate defense. Despite all of our Nation's best efforts to 
comply with the dictates of these convictions, serious consideration is now being 
given toa project which might well be a mortal blow to a large portion of previous 
planning and spending 

We just can’t subscribe to the belief that any scheme that even remotely 
threatens to outmode 90 percent of our merchant marine serves the best interests 
of the Nation as a whole 

Probably the most noncontroversial fact forming a basic reason for opponents 
to the seaway being so firmly convinced of their views is the undeniable fact that 
ice would stop all operation of this transportation facility for about 5 months out 
of each year 

Many estimates have been made dealing with the amount of cargo that would 
move on the seaway once it was constructed, It is extremely doubtful that any 
one can aceurately guess what these results would be It appears evident that 
the seaway, in itself, would either be a huge success or a terrible failure. We 
respectfully submit that the end result would be disastrous in either event \ 
vast tonnage of cargo diverted from trade channels now in use may be carried on 
the seaway during the 7 months of a year in which it could be used In this 
event, many existing transportation facilities which require a 12-months-a-year 
operating potential would be inescapably forced into curtailed activity, and in 
some cases might well be forced into complete abandonment. The untold bil 
lions of dollars that have already been invested would largety go to waste 
When demands were made on these existing facilities during the winter months, 
it is possible that, from a practical standpoint, they may no longer be in existence 
The labor facilities and the executive know-how that has brought this country 
through every war successfully would have been displaced In sum and sub 
stance, if the seaway as such were a huge success, the economic upheaval would 
be catastrophic 

Taking the other view of the unknown factor, i. e., the traffic potential of the 
seaway, we face these prospects: If the traffic resulting from the completion of 
the project is not materially increased over the traffic presently handled in the 
existing 14-foot canals connecting the Great Lakes with the sea, the vast expendi 
ture of capital made on the project would in itself be a complete waste. The efforts 
of labor and skilled and technical manpower would go for naught. This waste 
would take place at a time when our labor supply and capital are already being 
strained 

We just can’t believe that any scheme that has a 7-months-a-year top operating 
potential and that even remotely threatens to ruin our existing transporation 
facilities serving us regularly 12 months out of the yveur, can be in the best 
interests of the Nation as a whole. Nor can we believe that the investment of 
millions of dollars on a project that will make hungry demands on manpower 
and technical skill and which may well prove to be a dismal failure is in the best 
interests of the Nation as a whole. 

Many cost estimates for building the project have been prepared over the 
past 50 years. The truth in this respect appears to be that the total cost of a 27 
foot channel, including harbor developments that would be necessary at Great 


Lakes ports, would be well in excess of a billion dollars. Deeper channel cost 
estimates rise geometrically with each additional foot of planned depth. It is 
known that the best estimates made on projects of this nature in the past fell far 
short of what the actual expenditure turned out to be 

In connection with the cost factor, which in any event is extremely high, a pos 
sible and probable plan of the forces that seek our destruction must also be con 
sidered. An economic plan to destroy our way of life may well be in the working 
at this moment. The plan of communism to first sow seeds of discontent among 
the populace of its victims is well known. Many good and sound-thinking Ameri 
cans believe that the spending which our Nation has been forced into is the initial 
stage of a formula designed to destroy us. Concededly we niust spend billions of 
dollars to prepare our defense, but surely when billions are spent they should be 
spent on projects, materials, and supplies with no doubtful usefulmess. An ex 
to make enemy 


penditure of the sum required for this project could well afford 
planners gloat at the success of their economic warfare 








1646 ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY 


Great emphasis has been placed on the extreme necessity for the seaway at 
this time as a means of transporting Labrador ore supplies to the industrial heart 
of the country. If the honest fact is that this transportation route is indispens 
able for a continuing ore supply, the United States is indeed in a sorry pre- 
dicament. Our conviction is that ore supply prospects are not nearly so gloomy. 
Vast quantities of domestic high grade ore undoubtedly exist undiscovered. 
Previous experience has shown that a certain amount of new discovery is made 
with every ton mined. The importation of foreign ore from sources other than 
Labrador, a supply which needs no investment in a billion dollar seaway, is 
most promising. The Labrador supply can undoubtedly be imported by extended 
rail service, by the existing canals, and by vessels traveling intercoastally. Most 


important, however, is the fact that the development of processing methods for 
our own domestic taconite would give us an almost inexaustible supply of ore. 
This would place us in the position of having a sufficient American supply for 
any eventuality 

In addition to the tremendous cost of the project, which is at best of doubtful 
necessity, other factors should be considered in the light of possible enemy 
planning. 

More than 1,000 miles of the project lie exclusively within the confines of a 
foreign country In fact no portion of the entire 2,200 miles is exclusively 
within our domain. The entrance, which is the pivotal portion and key to any 
waterway or harbor, is located hundreds of miles from our land. A single act of 
sabotuge, or a single bomb dropped by an enemy plane would completely jam 
the entire w aterway tor an inest imable length of time The air approaches to the 
project on the shortest route between us and what we perceive to be our most 
potential enemy lie exclusively over largely isolated foreign lands. If we were 
to become engaged in open warfare, the task of guarding and protecting this 
waterway would be monumental and probably impossible 

In conclusion, we respectfully submit that we just can’t believe that the 
expenditure of over a billion dollars on this seaway can be in the best interests 
of our national defense and of the Nation as a whole; when the project is at 
best of doubtful necessity ; when enemy planners may be engaged in a concerted 
effort to strain our econemy and billions must be spent on other defense measures; 
when the project is almost exclusively located within the confines of a foreign 
country ; and when it so clearly would be an easy prey to saboteurs and enemy 
action, and is almost incapable of adequate defense. 

The Cuatrman. We have Mr. Frazer A. Bailey, president of the 
National Federation of American Shipping, and we have Congress- 
man Cleveland M. Bailey as witnesses. Would Congressman Bailey 
wish to make a statement ? 

Mr. Cieveranp M. Bainey. I will defer to the gentleman, if he 
wants to be heard. 

The CHatmmMan. He has quite a statement and I do not know whether 
he can finish in the time allotted here. 

Mr. Frazer A. Baitrey. I have a brief statement. 

Mr. Cueverannp M. Batiry. I will defer to him. We Baileys have 
tO he COUTTeCOUS TO each other. 

The Cuamman. We will hear from you then, Mr. Bailey. 


« 


STATEMENT OF FRAZER A. BAILEY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF AMERICAN SHIPPING, INC. 


Mr. Battery. Mr. Chairman, my name is Frazer A. Bailey. I am 
president of the National Federation of American Shipping, Ine., an 
industry organization comprising among its members hip a majority 
of all deep-water American-flag shipping. 

On Api 11 23,1951, I had the priv lege of appearing he fore your com- 
mittee in connection with the St. Lawrence seaway. I am appearing 
today in connection with House Joint Resolution 337, which is a modi- 


ficatiol of the forme! proposals. 
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[I shall confine myself to the views and opinions of our membership 
of deep-water shipping lines, about which I assume the commiuttee 
desires to know. 

I do not propose to deal with the power aspects of this project, as 
to which we are not particularly qualified. 

In the beginning I would like to make it clear that our organization 
IS composed of American steamship ow ners engaged in ocean and deep- 
water coastal trading. If for no other than selfish reasons, we would 
favor any project which enlarged the trading opportunit ies for deep 
water ships, and stimulated waterborne commerce in the areas in 
which our vessels could ope rate. If the membe Ars of our ship ping 
federation felt that the St. Lawrence seaw: ay would serve these obje C- 
tives, we would be appearing before you as strong advocates, 

The me »mbe rship ot this fede ration does not believe, however, that 
the St. Lawrence seaway would open the Great Lakes to any substan 
tial amount of ocean shipping. As far as we can now foresee it would 
not be utilized by the deep-water shipping lines we represent. We 
represent a substantial majority of them. 

House Joint Resolution 337 differs from H. R. 2536 pre tre gt be 
fore your committee primarily, as far as we are pe eta the 
method of financing. 

Because our ob eee are of an operational character, the changes 
in financing included in House Joint Resolution 337 have very little 
effect upon the views ‘of American shipowners. We presume the 
committee desires to be informed on this point, which is the purpose of 
our appearance here today. 


As previously, we do not propose now to take direct issue with the 
Secretary of Defense as to the national defense value or utility of 
the St. Lawrence seaway. However, we cannot escape the vision of 
certain aspects of this seaway project which, to shipow ners and opera 
tors, appear to be in conflict with some of the te stimony. There ap 


pears to us every reason for serious concern over the possibi lity of the 
blocking of this waterway through bombing o1 sabot: age of the loe ks or 
of the channel or the b loc king of the Cc -hannel by the sinking of ships 
or other obstructions, which would effectively bottle up any fleet of 
vessels which might be west of the obstruction and would render 
useless such vessels and the seaway. 

The committee is no doubt aware that Army engineers have urged a 
sea-level canal at Panama because of the vulnerability of any lock 
system. It knows also that the levels of the water bodies to be con 
nected in the St. Lawrence project make a sea-level waterway lmnh- 
possible. 

The prospect of landlocking a substantial amount of ocean shipping 
and of the products of lake shipbuilding or other national defense 
plants cannot be casually dismissed. It is hardly consistent with a 
policy of dispersal of industrial play ts and de fense agencies, 
lution 357, tl 


Despite the changes embraced nh House ‘ Joint Re ~OLULIO ood, THE 


Seaway. In our Opinion, simply would not be econon cally practicable 


and would not be usec by any substantial number of large oceangoing 


vessels, \s we prey ously pointed out, only about 4 perce nt of oul 
privately owned American-flag merchant fleet could operate through 
this watery LV th full utilization of weight-lift ng capacity, where 
as fore oni erchant mat anges a. ar: wy prised of smaller 


units, would have a substantial advantage. 
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In this connection it is significant that with the present waterway 
through the St. Lawrence Basin only Dutch, Swedish, and Norwegian 
vessels operate regular services between the Great Lakes and trans- 
oceanic foreign destinations, and these only to north European ports 
in the most northerly latitude. 

The changes embraced in House Joint Resolution 337, inasmuch as 
they include no substantial change in the physical characteristics of 
the waterway, in no manner affect the ability of ships to operate short 
of their full lifting capacity on a so-called financially successful basis, 
for the reasons we previously stated to you and which are included in 
the record. 

As we previously testified, it is our belief that the building of a sea- 
way of 27-foot depth might be but the beginning. The Chief of Engi- 
neers of the United States Army has already recommended that the 
depth be increased to 30 feet. Once the work is undertaken, efforts 
would, in our opinion, shortly begin to increase its depth, and the 
ultimate cost might far exceed any figure yet mentioned. 

As we previously pointed out, these costs in the case of the Welland 
Canal grew from $40,000,000 to $120,000,000; the Chicago Drainage 
‘anal from $16,000,000 to $53,000,000; and the New York State Barge 
‘anal from $62,000,000 to $176,000,000. It can hardly be demied 
that costs today are less stable than when these previous projects were 
undertaken. 

As the physical characteristics have not been changed, all of the 
statements we previously made are equally unchanged as to the pro- 
posed legislation. The necessity of diversionary steaming, the in- 
ability to utilize the full weight capacity of the vessels, the closed lake 
season for more than one-third of the year, the expense of maintaining 
duplicate facilities and organizations at coastal ports, and the wide 
variation in ship capacity required during the period when the cargo 
is routed over the shorter route via the coastal port, in our opinion, 
make this seaway impracticable for any substantial number of deep- 
water shipping fines; and our belief is that it would not be used by 
such ocean carriers. 

In view of the limited usage and what we believe would be expensive 
construction and operating costs, we are not impressed with the present 
proposals for making the seaway self-sustaining and self-liquidating. 
Until we know the depth and character of the proposed seaway which 
will ultimately be built, and therefore some reasonable estimate of its 
cost, and until there is something tangible as to the amount of traffic 
which will pass through the waterway, we do not. see how any toll rate 
which will produce the self-sustaining and se@f-liquidating effect can 
be fixed. 

The new financial arrangements provided in House Joint Resolu- 
tion 337 relate primarily to such matters as the establishment of a 
special fund in the Treasury, the raising of moneys from the proceeds 
of securities issued under the Second Liberty Bond Act, advancing of 
moneys from this fund as required and as determined and directed by 
the Secretary of the Army under estimates of the Chief of Engineers, 
the matter of interest payments, the crediting of revenues from the 
project, and the debiting of expenses for operation and maintenance 
out of the fund, and so forth. 
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As we have stated, the views advanced by the American shipowners 
which we represent are primarily upon the physical and geographical 
characteristics of the proposed waterway and our belief that its build 
ing and operation would not create or promote any large volume of 
water-borne commerce. While not posing as investment bankers o1 
security experts, American shipowners do not find a substantial dif 
ference in the financial arrangements contemplated under Honse Joint 
Resolution 337 except that, in lieu of appropriating taxpayers’ funds, 
it is proposed to sell securities of the United States underwritten by 
the same taxpayers. It appears to us that this is largely a change in 
form rat her than in substance. 

While we are quite aware of the urgent need of taxpayer contribu- 
tions for national defense, we are equally aware of the heavy bonded 
indebtedness of the United States. We have been unable to find in 
the bill any limitation as to the amount of moneys which could be 
withdrawn from the so-called St. Lawrence fund when determined 
and directed by the Secretary of the Army upon estimates supplied by 
the Chief of Ingineers: and there appears a necessity, if not an obliga 
tion, for the Secretary of the Treasury to sel] securities of the I nited 
States to provide such funds as are required. 

It would be logical to question why the American shipping coMm- 
pamies should be concerned about the building of the seawiay if ho sub 
stantial amount of water-borne commerce is to be created and if the 
existing commerce is not to be greatly disturbed, as they believe to be 
the case. The simple answer is that we believe such cargo as would he 
diverted from existing coastal port routes would be largely trans- 
ported on foreign vessels which can more effectively and easily 
utilize the proposed waterway due to their smaller size and shallowe1 
draft. and that the open and closed season operation would throw an 
unbalanced load upon American-flag shipping companies operating 
out of the coastal ports, requiring a substantial variation in ship- 
tonnage requirements during open and closed seasons, with very 
substantially increased expenses and no corresponding benefit. 

We therefore feel that the wisest action of the committee would 
be not to authorize such a project at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may, the substantiating material for the state 
ments I have made is very largely in the record after my presentation 
on April 25. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Fatnton. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Fallon. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Bailey, I have just one question. Did you say only 
f percent of the American shipping would be able to use the proposed 
seaway ¢ 

Mr. Baitry. Only 4 percent of the American oceangoing shipping 
would be able to use the 27-foot seaway with what we believe to be the 
necessary « learance of 3 feet at the tidewater entrance. 

Mr. Fatvon. Did you also say the present canal is largely used by 
foreion vessels ? 

Mr. Baitey. The present seaway, Mr. Fallon, is used exclusively by 
foreign vessels as far asa berth service and a regulat scheduled Serv 

ce Is Cconcel ned. There are ho American lines ona revulat ly = heduled 
service to overseas destinations through the existing seaway. 
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Mr. Donpero. That is due to the fact that you have only a 14-foot 
canal, Mr. Bailey. 

Mr. Battery. Today. 

Mr. Donvrero. Certainly. 

Mr. Battery. If we have 27 feet, we can only use 4 percent at the 
full weight load capacity of our vessels. 

Mr. McGreoor. And, if you do not have a full weight load, your 
tonnage cost will be increased so as to make it not a paying propos! 
tion. 

Mr. BAILEY. We do not think vou can operate the ships on what 
they call a financially successful basis with a 27-foot draft with the 
size of ships we must send to overseas destinations. You must send 
large ships. Small ships cannot operate with American costs to over- 
seas destinations in competition with foreign ships. 

The CHarrman. Are there any other questions / 

(No response. ) 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Bailey. 

We have a Mr. Byrne, representing the New York Port Authority, 


who has a short statement he would hke to make. 


STATEMENT OF S. W. BYRNE, CHIEF OF THE PORT PROMOTION 
BUREAU OF THE PORT OF NEW YORK AUTHORITY 


Mr. Byrne. Gentleme? , I will on ly take a few moments of your 
time. 

M ame is S. W. Byrne, chief of the port promotion bureau of the 
Port of New York Authority. I simply want to read a telegram 


whi 


ch Was andcdressed to every meml er of this committee by Oul hair- 
min vesterday on the b] itnik bill. 
It reads as follows: 


Urge House Public Works Committee not to report favorably House Joint 
Resolution 337, the new Blat k b on St. Lawrence seawa Tl port 
thority’s representative, Mr. Walter Hedden, testified at lengtl n April 24, 
D551, in opposition to the navigation phase of the bills then bef e ti I 
mittee, which were subsequently killed. We oppose the navigation featur ( 
the St. Lawrence seaway not only because of its damage to the commerce t« N 
port of New York but also because of the severe burden on the United States of 
this uneconomic waterway project Our studies indicate an annua ost t 
United States taxpayers up to $70 million. The new Blatnik bill does not 
change these fundamental facts. The United States taxpayers will still be left 
holding the bag. Although article IX of the new bill gives lip service to the 
principle of self-support, expenses are to be financed by the United States Treas 
ury, and reimbursement is a mirage 

In view of recent statements by Canadian Prime Minister that Canada is 


willing to take on the navigation expenditures as its sole responsibility, it is 
folly for Congress to divert United States resources to this project designed 
primarily to build up Canadian ports 

That is signed by Howard S. Cullman, chairman of the Port of 
New York Authority. 

The CHatrman. Are there any questions? 

(No response. ) 

The CHamman. Thank you, sir. 

The next witness will be Congressman Bailey. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


Mr. Battey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, for 
the purposes of the record, I am Congressman Cleveland M. Bailey, 
of the Third West Virginia District. I appear on behalf of all the 
citizens of West Virginia to protest the approval by your committee 
ot the pending proposal, House Joint Resolution 337, to provide for 
the construction of an all-water route to enable oceangoing vessels to 
enter the Great Lakes. 

I appeared before your committee in opposition to this proposal on 
April 18, 1951, and I submitted a rather lengthy protest, based upon 
the fact that the « onstruction of this seaway W ill destroy the economy 
of my State. 

My State is the largest coal-producing State in the United States. 
During peacetime conditions approximately S4 percent 01 all the 


coal produced in the State of West Virginia is marketed in the lake 
region. l am opposed to the entrance into the lake region of ocean 
going vessels, for instance, oil tankers that are destroying the coal 
market of West Virginia on the eastern seaboard by the importation 
of cheap « | ude o1l and the resultant residual fuel oil that 1s now t king 
the place of coal in the eastern sections of the United States. 

I am not going into detail because the facts are already in the record 
of your previous hearings. I noticed the statement of the proponent 
of this resolut on, my colleague trom Minnesota. Mr. B itnik, that 
in this new resolution he was attempting to answer some ot tiie ob 
jer tions that were developed in the previous hearings on the St. Law 


rence project [ want to say tot ie gentleman that his new resolutior 


goes not remove any of the obiect ons that the resident of We 


\ Irg@intia, the 1) dustry and the business of We { V rel 1. bave to this 


proposal Phe objections that I offered at my appea: (pm 
13 are still cermane. 

The reasons for West Virginia’s opposition to the construct 
this seaway are that it will destroy our economy, which is built around 


coal. ( oul is king in West Virginia and we must, as re preset tatives 
of the people of West Virginia, oppose any proposal that will destroy 


our coal markets, 


I am interested very much in the comments o1 the finan ng 
proposal. You have a saving clause in the last paragraph ot the 
bill here whi | avs 


additional financial or other obligations on the United States 


‘| heat sounds wood, and it reads eood, but when vou go over that 
subsect onte)on page 5 of your bill you see that - 


The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to advance fro the Saint 
Lawrence Fund, from time tft time, as required for the construction hereby 
authorized is determined and directed by the Secretar of the At Vv. othe 
amounts required to carry out the provisions of this joint resolution and the 
undertakings of the United States hereby ithorized, in accordance wit] 
mates presented by the Chief of Engineers, United States Army 


Roughly, those estimates are three quarters of a billion dollars 
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I note this proviso: 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall charge the Saint Lawrence Fund, as of 
June 30 in each year, with such amount as may be necessary for the payment of 
interest on advances made under subsection (¢) of this section, accrued during 
the year upon the amounts so advanced and remaining unpaid, at a rate based 
ow the current average rate on outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States at the beginning of each year. 

Now, get this proviso. It says: 
Provided, howeve r, That if the Saint Lawrence Fund is insufficient to meet the 
payment of interest, the Secretary of the Treasury may, in his discretion, defer 
any part of such payment, and the amount so deferred shall bear interest at 
the rate above described until paid. 

It is going to require from 5 to 7 years to complete this project and 
it has to be financed and the money is to be financed out of a fund that 
has no money in it unless the Congress appropriates the money. 

Now, under this authority here in this proviso for deferring these 
interest rates it appears to me that the American taxpayer and the 
American Treasury will be hooked for these deferred interest pay- 
ments beeause there is nothing in this savings clause here to forbid 
the Congress making the appropriations, and we will have to make 
appropriations because you would not be able to sell your securities 
because of that provision in there that there would be deferred interest 
payments. Nobody is going to invest in your securities if there is 
roing to be authority for deferring the interest payments on your 
securities, 

That means the Congress of the United States will be asked from 
time to time to make appropriations to pay this interest. Somebedy 
is going to have to finance it. 

I could go ahead and suggest four of five other major objections 
tothis proposal, but most of those objections are covered in my previous 
statement. 

Knowing that we are facing a possible roll call in the next 2 or 3 
minutes, as the House is in session at the present time, I shall not 
belabor you with any more of my objections, except to state that every 
other Member of Congress, as well as myself, was advised some months 
ago that this matter was tabled. I am a little bit surprised, as were 
some of the previous witnesses, that it is up now before the committee 
again. Apparently it is like the proverbial cat that has nine lives. 

It is my sincere hope that the committee will leave this proposal on 
the table, where it left the previous proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have my prepared statement inserted 
in the record. 

The CnHarrmMan. Without objection, the statement of Congressman 
Bailey will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement of Congressman Bailey is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLEVELAND M. BartLey BeEFrorg THE COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC 
WORKS IN OPPOSITION TO THE ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY, APRIL 13, 1951 
Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, for the purpose of the record, I 
am Congressman Cleveland M. Bailey of the Third West Virginia District 
I appear in behalf of all the citizens of West Virginia to protest the approval, 
by your committee, of the pending proposal to provide for the construction of an 
all-water route to enable oceangoing vessels to enter the Great Lakes 
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I have, as a Member of Congress, always favored river, harbor, and other 
waterway projects. If circumstances would permit, I would favor this proposal 
I cannot be a party to any action that is certain to destroy the leading industry 
of my State 

Coal is king in West Virginia. We now produce 100,000,000 tons annually 
more than is produced by any other State. Our total production exceeds 165,000, 


O00 tons This industry is the major source of State and local revenue an 
vields in excess of $26 million annually in taxes. It must be preserved in orde! 
to avert economic disaster The jobs of 125,000 miners are at sti ke, to say 
nothing of the economie effect on our railroads 

I feel sure that you gentlemen are all fully aware of the fight whic I waged 
some weeks ago on the floor of the House, in writing an “escape clause” into the 
legislation to extend the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act This was done in 


order, primarily, to protect this same coal industry. 

In this reciprocal trade fight, you will recall that I placed in 
proof that the coal industry of my State was being destroyed by the importation 
of 1,200,000 barrels of cheap fuel oil daily from Saudi Arabia and Venezuela 
This crude oil is produced at a cost of 41 cents per barrel abroad as compared to 
a cost of $2.65 cents per barrel here in America It is being transported in o 
tankers to our eastern and Gulf ports, particularly New Jersey, where it is re 
fined After taking out the gasoline, lubricating oils, and other distillates there 


remains of ly heap fuel oil that represents 17 cents of the original 4] cents cost 


of production 

It is this cheap fuel oil that has driven West Virginia coal out of our easter 
markets, particularly in New England, where it is being delivered by tank« 
In 1948, West Virginia sold 21,000,000 tons of coal in New Eneland and New 
York In 1949, this had dropped to a total of 13,000,000 tons and, in 1950, it 
dropped to slightly more than 10,000,000 tons. Practically all of this tonnage 
has been displaced with cheap fuel oil. Four barrels of this residual fuel oil has 
the same B. t. u. as 1 ton of West Virginia coal 

This fuel oil is sold for $1.60 per barrel, and for $6.40 they can buy an equal 
amount of heating capacity as in 1 ton of West Virginia coal that for 


production 


' 


and transportation costs $10.95 per ton, without any profit to the produce: 
Five large American oil companies and one British company, the Ang 

Iranian, have the foreign concessions for this oil Their protits have beer 

skyrocketing the past few years @ue to their sale of this o for $1.60 per 


barrel that only cost 17 cents initially 

In testimony, taken by both the House and Senate Labor Committees, some 
months ago, it was determined that 1,200,000 barrels of this oil was being i: 
ported daily It was also determined that imports in excess of 350,000 barrels 


daily would injure both the independent oil companies and the coal industry 

I have gone into this matter of oil imports in some detail because it has a 
direct bearing on the question of constructing the St. Lawrence seawas In 
peacetime, West Virginia ships S84 percent of its coal preduction into the Great 
Lakes market Once you build their seaway, these sume tankers that bring 


this cheap oil to our eastern seaboard, wili enter the Great Lakes to refineries 
in cities like Cleveland, Detroit and Chicago, and West Virginia coal will be 


driven from the lake markets just as it has been driven from its eastern markets 


There is still another sound reason why West Virginia and other coal-pro 
ducing States, are opposed to the St. Lawrence seaway There are proven de 
posits of coal of approximately 2 billion tons in Nova Scotia at the entrance to 
this St. Lawrence River These coal deposits are now being operated The 


production for the year 1949 was 6,182,000 tons and for the vear 1950, 6,428,000 
tons. Considerable shipments of this coal, particularly coke, is being imported 
into the United States The fact that it is excellent coking coal makes it a 
dangerous possibility in competition with our West Virginia product in the manu 
facture of steel 

I have not been able to secure the cost on a tonnage basis of producing coal in 
Nova Scotia, nor is it possible to determine what the water freight rates are on 
this coal to our lake ports should we build this seaway. I do know, that the 
average cost per ton to produce coal in the central West Virginia fields is $3.97 
and when we add the all-rail freight rates from Beckley, W. Va., to Milwaukee, 
Wis., which are $5.04 per ton, it would cost $9.01 per ton without any profit to 
the producer 

Assuming that the cost of producing a ton of coal in the Welch mines in 
England which is $6.43 and a fair estimate of the cost of production in Nova 
Scotia, there would be a margin of $2.58 per ton to cover freight (all water) 
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on this Nova Scotia coal to Milwaukee, where it would compete with our West 
Virginia product which faces another boost in freight rates in applications now 
before the Interstate Commerce Commission 

In Great Britain, the Government owns the merchant irine and under the 
Government subsidy she offers in the form of cheap freig rates, to encourage 
the sale of her products abroad. I am convinced that eve English produced 
coal could compete for our lake markets. One thing is sure, the British ships 
coming in to Canada for grain would stop at Nova Sco the entrance to the 
St. I renee nd take ¢ al for sale in both Ame! n and Canadian lake 
ports. 

Today, three of the Nation’s major rail systems operat Wi Virgini I 
reter te the Norfolk & Wester! the ¢ hesapeake & Ohio, and ( Balt « 
Ohio They all receive the major part of their revenue fro! s! ts 
Lhe ot exist without these revenues Do the pro} é a 4 this projec 
have a plan to provide financial rehabilitation to these rail syst hen the 
ire made insolvent by t ill-advised action? Do the ive bs te ffe1 
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Do they want to tax ft coal and rail industries to raise Fe ral rhe he 
imount « if bill dolla to build this s« \ 

I plead with you, gentlemen of the committee, for re ipproach te 
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ot e ¢ ercel eve é of expenditure not dire ed with the I 
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Mr. Donvrro. And the error of their ways? 

Mr. Picxretrr. Well, of course, as the gentleman from Michig 
knows, he and I have differed strongly on this matter for at least 2 
years, and | think those ad fferences have been v I] unde tood and are 

| i 


be a sound decision, based 


based on W at ¢ ich one ot is Views WoL 


on caretul st uly and al ilvs s of the « onomic asnects of 1 e matter, 
] | “Ry ; } 1 ] 
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. mh 1 
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{ 
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A 
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and purpose of the proposed St. Lawrence seaway and power project 
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the RFC and perhaps other Government agencies. But, in those cases 
they were units of the United States Government or agencies of the 
Government and so created by statute. That was a unilateral under 
taking, and this you propose to make a joint undertaking and to 
finance the United States portion of the expenditure by a blank check. 

The question immediately occurs to me that since we are going to 
issue bonds to finance this project, who is going to buy the bonds. I 
think it is perfectly evident that that question has not been gone into 
very deeply. The implications of the language as I draw it here are 
that the United States Treasury will buy the bonds. With whose 
money? With the taxpayers’ money ¢ 

The CuarrMan. That is right, and the United States Government 
will guarantee the bonds. 

Mr. Picxerr. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. And you will buy the bonds. 

Mr. Picxerr. No. I will not buy the bonds. You can be pretty 
sure about that, Mr. Chairman. I will not buy the bonds, but it would 
be a much simpler operation and much more in keeping with the cus 
tom that has been followed by this Congress and the precedents Set 
by previous legislation on projects if you provide straight out in this 
resolution the usual methods of financing rather than go into the 
circuitous route of a bond issue. 

In the final analysis it is the same thing. The taxpayers’ credit 
has to back up the issue of the bonds or the furnishing of money by 
direct appropriation. 

The second thing that occurs to me about it is that this is a blank 
check operation. There is no limitation on the amount of bonds or 
funds to be expended on it. 

The third thing that occurs to me is that by providing thts money 
the Congress loses entire control of the expenditure of the money. 
It takes away from the Appropriations Committee any question of 
how much money is justified to carry the project on and leaves it 
to the discretion of the Secretary of the Army, because in your reso- 
lution here you provide that the Secretary of the Treasury must 
furnish the funds upon the certification of the Secretary of the Army. 

All right. Now your Appropriations Committee is relieved of the 
responsibility and is discharged from the duty of questioning how 
much taxpayers’ money is going to be spent and how much is justified 
in being spent to continue the operation of this project. 

Mr. Buarnik. Will the gentleman yield on that point ? 

Mr. Picxerr. I will be happy to. 

Mr. Buarnix. The Appropriations Committee is not relieved of 
their responsibility at all. As you stated the language of subsection 
(b) of section 5 is similar to the principle of a public debt transaction 
which is employed in these agencies, some of which you mentioned, 
such as the RFC and the Commodity Credit Corporation, which has 
$43, billion granted to it, to be handled as they see fit. Also, the 
National Production Act of 1950, the Tennessee Valley Authority, the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency, and others. ‘There is a whole 
list of these agencies which are represented. All of these agencies 
operate under the same principle of public debt transaction, free of 
any Appropriations Committee jurisdiction each year. However, 
their expenditures are reviewed each year by the Appropriations Com 
mittee. 
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] For example, just recently many members of the committee voted to 
Increase the loaning facilities of the Export-Import Bank by $1,000, 
QO00,000. Those are reviewed and if the Appropriations Committee 
SeCeS there is nh misuse of funds and they are hot being used properly, 
then legislation is passed to curtail it. ; 

Mr. McGreeor, But legislation and possibly corrective legislation 
does have to be enacted by the Congress. 

Mr. BLaTNik. I am saying this. The Appropriations Committee 
goes into all these moneys. They do not deal just with what required 


tobe appropriated. They go through every single government agency 
spending American tax dollars and review their work. » These agencies 
have to justily then program for the coming yeal before the Appro- 


priations Committee will allow them to go on. 

Mr. Picker’. That is true, but at the same time when you follow 
this procedure in order to keep them from doing what you first author 
ize them to do, then you have to pass legislation to change the program, 

Mr. Buarnik. For the information of my friend from Texas, I am 
not insisting on this |: age. J think it is more logical and more 
sound, As you intimate, I think it would still require a transfer of 
funds from the Department of the Treasury. How we do it is merely 
a matter which we can easily solve here. So, I am not insisting on 
this and I do want to go into a debate on the point whether or not 
this is better than a straight authorization for an appropriation. 

Mr. Pickerr. I might go further and say that with the adoption 
of the language you propose in your resolution here you not only relieve 
the Appropriations Committee of any duties in connection with it 
but you relieve the House and the Senate themselves, except in a nega 
tive fashion, just as you do the Appropriations Committee. 

I would not be persuaded, Mr. Chairman, to support language or a 
principle involving language of the type used here in this matter. I] 
would much prefer, if I may say so, if this project must be approved 
and is to be approved by the ¢ ‘ongress, to follow the pr cedent that we 
followed through the years ae public works projects fo. havigation, 
power development, flood control and otherwise, where the Congress 


keeps its finger on the thing. 

Furthermore, when you start out with a project with a 27-foot 
depth for nay vation it cannot be changed to a 50-foot depth by admin 
istrateve determination and procedure but must require legislative 
action. 

Now, the second and, I think, a more glaring deficiency in this reso 
lution, by contrast to those that have been considered earlier this year, 
is the utter failure of this project or proposal to take into account the 
question of who is going to manage the power facilities, operate them, 
transmit or sell the power, and under what direction it will be. 

It is true you provide here that the construction shall be done, and 
until such time as is otherwise determined by Congress the perform- 
ance will be by the Corps of Engineers. But that is an issue now that 
is as fundamental to this case as the case is itself, in my opinion, and 
it ought to be decided at this time rather than leave it to an undeter- 
mined decision at some future date, because probably—and it is much 
more than a likely possibility; it is a high probability that what you 
write in here in respect to who is going to manage and operate the 
power-generation facilities will control how some Members of this 
Congress, and even possibly some members of this committee, vote 
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on the q iestion. I think that is a question that ought to he decided 


ie beginnu oy 


at t] 
There are a number of minor matters here that I could comment 


on. I clo not care to transgress on the time of this committee by gvoiIng 
nto them at great leneth, but I reiterate my previously expresse¢ 
| 


views that this resolution contains only a few abjective changes, and 


an approach to the same substantive propositiot to such al extent that 
[I believe that a point of order, in keeping with paragraph 515 of the 
Rules of Proced ire of the House. wi uld lie against Ol sideration of 
this resolution. 

The Cuatrman. Is that all? 

Mr. Pickerr. Unless the committee has sol e gq tions >» ask me, 
I have no further statement to make. 

The ( IIT AIRM N Are there my juest On 

Mr. Prexerr. 1 will be glad to answer any questio1 
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Clliy (I i-foot Lui I I pel 
fectly clear to ill who heard t] Les ! 1 PO! 

CoO p ol ene Or tive iit | be hettel oO Dp? %¢ 
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Where { ( ( t! QO! ( { 

eco I ( ota I ( yr ! ‘-Tool 
one, { I? ( O | ! ( \ ! rit 
ratner thal onere onal | cy | On 4 
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Mr. D ro. ‘I project folle the sa haa is mv able 
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The Cu LIRMAN Mav I ask Mr. Mi ( rregor “a quest on ¢ Do you feel 


i] =e ae 
Lhe Army engineers could make an honest estimate of the cost of a ly 


— 


project today’ You are in the contracting busines 


Mr. McGreaor Lthink thev could make a more honest estimat hay 
they have given us. J refer to the testimony of General Pick. \ 
testified that his estimated figures on construct on of t proyect in 
1951 or 1952 were 85,000,000 less than his figures of 1944 Anyon 
KO that (of timate is Just rid lon i mstructiol 
( re going up and up a ip and are 15 to eher that 
th Tw } O47 

Phe C1 MAN. J orn I] tie ive 

, Ti 


nrg } ’ ‘ t " ¢) ether hone ‘ * 1) t< } ‘ ‘ | 
DeTO! | t\ If \ i oT Take ( I ite 
I ( ( maVyve t pro] ou? O iM Vit ( ! i 
\ ( rate estimate of it 
| e iIiknM N They cf Id ( ( l Lix¢ } ( | l 
1 isl \ rs. | would “i be il ( CONn€AITIONS ive cr4 
l Labo ha rotten ncrease vary Ltidt Dhia Tact rel ive 
votts nerease prices. So, you cannot blame the enginee God 
\] ertit \ ne ¢ lv ¢ n the orld O nKIi¢ nat ep ect 
roing to { 
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md the Canadian Parliament 
Mr. Donpero. May I savy to mv friend from Tex | ve hee 
his « ! ttee le ! rF enou rf) 1 I menrbel VW rie lh ¢ Litnate t t 
made to t committee which | doubt were more than half ot the 
estumates that are now made It merely shows the nerease Ih prices 
the passage oft time. Che Welland ( inal took 2 Veal to a Id. 
ind the cost jumped from $40 million to $133 million in that time 


Mr. Pickerr. I have not served with the gentleman for that leneth 


Ot time. It m oht have been benefi al for me to have done so. I 


ever, let me Say this: We dealt w th the matter of estimates. We 
dealt for several years with the 1947 ficures, and those es ite ol 
1950 were based on those 1947 figures and wer projected according 
to the eng ine¢ ring News Record hh lex, In 1950 we \ ere @lven a 
gure of 3576 million, as I reeall It. Now, t} ! year we Got a Vrevisiol 


of the estimate according to the criteria ed bv the Corn: 
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of Engineers, and when they presented their testimony this year it 
was nearly $7 million less than the estimate given to us in 1950. 
I do not know which is the more accurate figure. I would like to 
think the figure given in 1951 is the more accurate, but at least it is 
passing strange to me that a figure would show less money needed for 
the construction in 1951 as opposed to the 1950 costs when it is pei 

fectly evident and admitted in the testimony that certain of the costs 
that went into the over-all estimates which were made had risen, and 
risen measurably. 

Mr. Donprro, Of course, we all have confidence in the Army 
engineers. They have done a pretty good job for this country since 
Washington’s administration. They could be in error, That is pos 
sible and human; but on the whole they try to be pretty accurate in 
the formula they use in preparing figures. Of course, they would 
not always be correct. 

Mr. Picxerr. I would be one of the last to challenge the gentle 
man’s statement because I hold to the same belief, but that does not 
mean the fivures in this instance are not clearly out. of balance with 
what the actual ultimate cost would be, in view of same of the know) 
factors that have not been accurately explored, if | understand the 
history of the estimates that have been submitted. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are ho other questions, we thank you very 
much, Mr. Pickett. 

Mr. Picxerr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is always a pleasure 
to be associated with you, even though we do not always agree. 

Mir. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous con- 
sent of the committee to incorporate in the hearings certain telegrams 
and other articles I have received. 

The Cramman. If there is ne objection, that may be done. 

(The documents referred to are as follows st 

WASHINGTON, D. C., October 2, 1951 


Hon. J. HArry McGrecor, 
House of Re presentatives, Washington, D. ¢ 


Have just sent following telegram to Chairman Buckley, Public Works Com- 
mittee 

‘Power authority understands that Congressman Blatnik’s bill (H. J. Res 
337), providing for Federal seawdy and power project on the St. Lawrence, 


Was introduced yesterday and will be considered by the committee tomorrow, with 
New York thrown out of the bill. We protest vigorously this shotgun divorce 
It is an unnecessary affront to all Northeastern States. In 1945, upon vigorous 
protest by Governor Dewey to President Truman because of similar challenge, the 
President reported to Congress as follows: 

‘It has always been understood by the responsible proponents of this devel 
opment that the water power project should become the property of the State 
of New York, and that the electric power should be developed and handled by the 
State. That should continue to be the policy, and I recommend that it be so 
declared by the Congress.’ 

“The Blatnik bill places operation and management of the power project in 
the hands of the Army until further determination of disposition by the Congress 
The Flood Control Act of 1944 puts the marketing of such Army project power 
in the hands of the Department of Interior. It would be most difficult to get 
that foot-in-the-door out of the Northeast. 

“We do not rest our case on the 20-year traditions of the Federal-State accord 
but on the merit of the power-authority plan as against the interior plan. We 
are convinced that the marketing of St. Lawrence power by the Interior Depart 
ment would be identical with the plan in the Lehman-Roosevelt Niagara bill 

“The Interior scheme violates the basic safeguards of the power-authority plan 
for all the rural and domestic consumers within integrated transmission distance 
of the project. 
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“The authority plan expressed in the Ives-Cole Niagara bill guarantees public 
ownership, control, and operation of the power project ; transmission and distri- 
bution of power by existing systems under contractual control of the delivered 
prices to rural and domestic consumers at the lowest possible rate; interstate 
allocation of power, and a cheapness of rate brought about by low-cost water 
and the economies of stronger intersystem transmission ties. The Interior's 
insistence upon public transmission lines and preferential sales to public agen 
cies would make this plan impossible and cost consumers in the Northeast 
millions of dollars in rate reductions 

“The Interior plan sharply restricts the area of benefit and eliminates the 
savings of a strongly integrated power pool. 

“You are aware, of course, that the power authority is prepared to finance, con 
struct in full cooperation with the Army, and operate both the St. Lawrence 
ang Niagara power projects under a public-private partnership.” 


JOHN E. Burron 
Chairman. Power Authority of the State of Neu 


New York, N. Y., October 4, 1951 
Hon. J. Harry McGrecor 
House Office Buildiy Washington. D. ¢ 


Commerce and Industry Association strongly protests practically overnight 
setting of hearing fer Monday, October 8, on Blatnik resolution (H. J. Res. 337) 
on St. Lawrence seaway Last-minute introduction and speed-up of measure 
viving blank check for expenditure of public money on unnecessary and wasteful 
project shocking and un-American. Cursory examination indicates resolution 


detrimental to American welfare and economy Public entitled to adequate time 
to analyze proposal and prepare arguments in opposition Impossible for many 
throughout country to have objections ready on such short notice. Urge post 
ponement of hearing date at least 2 weeks 
PHOMAS JEFFERSON MILEY, 
Earecutinve Vier President (‘ommerce and Indust lxsociat n f 
Vew Yo Tne 
New Yor N. Y.. Octo 1057 
Congressman J. Harry MoGrecor, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C 
There are approximately 15,000,000 investors in the United States. The In 


vestors League, Inc., with thousands of members residing in every State of the 
Union, strongly opposes House Joint Resolution 337 without adequate public 
hearings. The construction of this project at a time when all public expenditures 
should be held to a minimum will be an added burden on the already over 
burdened taxpayers of this country 

WILLIAM JACKMAN, 
President Investors Leaaue Tine 


New York, N. Y.. October 6, 1951 
Hon. J. HArry McGreaor, 
House Office Building, Washington. D. C.: 

Re new Blatnik St. Lawrence seaway bill, House Joint Resolution 337, copy 
just received. Understand attempt to rush hearings next week. As party in 
interest, protest insufficient time to review new bill and strongly urge post- 
ponement of hearing 

AvusTIN J. Tostn, 
Erecutive Director, the Port of New York Authority 


New York, N. Y., October 9, 1951 
J. Harry McGrecor, 
Member of the House Public Works Committee. 
House Office Building, Washington. D. C.: 
Urge House Public Works Committee not to report favorably House Joint 
Resolution 337, the new Blatnik bill on St. Lawrence seaway\ The port author 
ity’s representative, Mr. Walter Hedden, testified at length on April 24, 1951, i 


itt 1b 
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opposition to the navigation phase of the bills then before the committee, which 
were subsequently killed. We oppose the navigation features of the St. Lawrence 
seaway not only because of its damage to the commerce to the port of New York, 
but also because of the severe burden on the United States of this uneconomic 
waterway project. Our studies indicate an annual cost to United States tax 
payers up to $70 million. The new Blatnik bill does not change these funda- 
mental facts. The United States taxpayers will still be left holding the bag 
Although article LX of the new bill gives lip service to the principle of self-support, 
expenses are to be financed by the United States Treasury, and reimbursement 
is a mirage. 

In view of recent statements by Canadian Prime Minister that Canada is 
willing to take on the navigation expenditures as its sole responsibility, it is 
folly for Congress to divert Unifed States resources to this project designed 
primarily to build up Canadian ports. 

Howarp S. CULLMAN, 
Chairman, the Port of New York juthority. 


Hon. J. Harry McGreaor, 
Member Committee on Public Works, 


House of Repre sentatives, Washington, D.C 


We urge that you defer further action on the St. Lawrence proposal and that 


House Joint Resolution 337 not be reported favorably The recent Canadiar 
pronouncement should not stampede unwise action by the United States on the 
questionable seaway and power scheme The Nation’s best interests demand 


a thorough study and investigation of the entire undertaking before 


g nv commit 
ments are made, 


“) 


B. COLWELL DAvVIs, 
} ecutive Necretary, Chan her of Commerce of the State of New Yo K 





G ATI MIAMI ‘| \ Cyl 
Via } Octol f / 
Sul House J Res 7 in re the St. Lawre1 St project 
Hon. ¢ LEs A. BUCKLEY 
Chairman, Con ttee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. ¢ 

DreAR Sirk: The Southern Traftic League, a nonprotit corporation composed 
of traffic representatives of industrial and commercial interests of the South 
east, has consiste! opposed the construction of the St. Lawrence seaway 
project. Our continued st v of the possibilities and potentialities of the proj 
ect has ihn no way diminished our opinion that such an undertakil would be 


impractical but rather strengthened our belief that such a project would be im 


practical and wasteful of taxpayers’ money. 


i 
Major General Fleming submitted to the House subcommittee a study which 
shows that less than 10 percent of the United States merchant marine could use 
a 27-foot St. Lawrence seawa) The St. Lawrence would become a haven for 


; 


gistry. Because of their shallow draft and cheay 
operating costs, they could operate where larger ships maintaining the higher 
level of United States wages could not. 

The Southern Traffic League cannot subscribe to the contention that this proj- 
ect will in any way contribute to the national defense. A waterway composed 
of at least 21 locks and dams becomes a very vulnerable target during hostile 
military operations. Surely it would not be in the interests of national defense 
to encourage commerce to become dependent upon such a waterway, only to 
have it rendered useless in the first enemy action. A concentration of industry 
in the area involved could hardly be classified as consistent with our national 
defense plans of decentralization and disbursal of industry. 

Gen. Lewis A. Pick, Chief of Engineers, has testified that it would take at 
least 6 years to develop the St. Lawrence seaway to a 27-foot depth and that 
it would cost approximately $761,387,000, based on a construction cost for 


small ships in foreign ri 
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December 1950 These costs would be high even if some concrete benefit would 
accrue to the public However. in view of the fact that no such benetits will 
accrue, the costs become prohibitive in the extreme 


| 
The Department of Commerce estimates that the transportation m: 





vement, 
including general cargo and bulk commodities, would range from 57 to 84 mil 
lion tons per year The Panama Canal, which has a 40-foot channel, in 1948 
carried freight ements of 26 million tons. It is fantastic to believe that the 
St. Lawrence seaway, with only 27 feet of channel, could carry two to three 
times as much bus 


iness as the busy Panama Canal 
The adiversion of tens of ti ousands of tons of reinfore il rh 


steel and structural 
steel and thousands of barrels of cement and thousands of workers from the 
national defense efforts would so weaken our defense output as to jeopardize 
the safety of the entire Nation Such an dertaking as this is tremendous 
even during times of peace and normalcy Surely, in such uncertain days as 
face us now would be foolhardy to divert these critical materials and critica 
manpower awa from our defense effort and sensetle hboondogels 
The Souther Prathe League respectfully reque ts that this letter be laced 
in the corresp dence file ind be made a part of the imittee’s record in it 
hearing on House J Resolution 337 I he eve t ‘ nittee desires 
further te Ol or evidence, the Southe1 Traffic League will be hapy t 
delegate ? f ) 


~ ‘ Iv I I ts hel f 


( I Ss I | > s 
Hi K 
Wasi D.¢ \ 
NI 1H iG N 
( _ Public W Committee. 
i Rey t i Washington. D 
DEA \] (; In : ( ‘ | he elepl 

had with your office the other day. we e attaching etter Mr.G In. Re 
pl I ("} zo Assi iTlo *. mmerce and |] ” 

I I wortatior mittee, arm printed coy ‘ ‘ 
rhe ¢ or \ } I q { ‘ ? lt etry ' us n the PF , g 

ii J bite r| 
Ve t you 
F. GRAHAM, Sccret 


THE CHICAGO ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE AND INDUST 


Chicago, Iil., October 19, 1951 
Hon. Frep E. Buspee’ 


House Office Building, Washington, D.C 
DreAR REPRESENTATIVE BUSBEY 


> In the October 5 issue of the Cor 
Record, page A6458, Congressman Blatnik, of 


entitled “Last C 
, 


gressional 
Minnesota, has inserted an article 
Peter Edson in the Washington Daily News. 


all on Seaway” by 

to a large extent, places the opposition to the seaway project on the 
eastern railroads and the Association of American Railroads. It then 
proceeds to indicate the influence of railroad opposition on organizations which 
railroad support, including the follow 


our association * 


t 


three big 


depends upor ng statement with respect to 


“Chicago Association of 


Commerce stood on the side lines of the dispute for 
many years, though many Chicago banking, industrial, and shipping 

heen for it But a committee on transportation made up of rai 
consistently been able to impose the railroad point of view in the association's 
policy statement.” 


leaders have 
vad men has 
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The above quotation is a gross misstatement of fact ; and, had Mr. Edson taken 
time to inquire, he would have found that this association's transportation com- 
mittee consists of 12 members, 8 of Whom are executive heads of industrial 
concerns, 3 of whom represent railroads, and 1 a motor carrier, as will be seen 
on the accompanying list of the committee. 

The recommendation of the transportation cammittee, however, was referred 
to, and carefully considered by, the board of directors of this association, which 
consists of 48 members, only 2 of whom represent railroads. A list of the mem- 
bers of the board of directors and the companies they represent is attached, 
You will note that the board members consist of a representative cross section 
of business within the Chicago district. 

In view of erroneous statement in the Congressional Record and the probabil 
ity that some Members of Congress might be misled by the article, I thought 
you should have the facts with respect to the make-up of our association’s com- 
mittees which considered the St. Lawrence seaway aad power project and took 
the action on May 18, 1951, in opposition thereto. 

Sincerely yours, 


Guy B. Reep, President 


TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE, THE CHICAGO ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE AND 
INDUSTRY 


Fowler B. McConnell, chairinan;: Sears, Roebuck & Co 
G. Murray Campbell, Baltimore & Ohio Railroad 

J. D. Farrington, Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad 
W. W. Huggett, North Pier Terminal Co, 

Wayne A. Johnston, Illinois Central Railroad 

Frank F. Kolbe, United Electric Coal Co 

John H. Kraft, Kraft Foods Co 

Walter F. Mullady, Decatur Cartage Co 

Bert R. Prall, Butler Bros 

Wilfred Sykes, Inland Steel Co 

(". J. Whipple, Hibbard, Spencer, Bartlett & Co 
Edward Foss Wilson, Wilson & Co., Ine 


THE CHICAGO ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 


(Controls the affairs of the association and makes such appointments as are 
deemed necessary for the good of the organization) 


R. Flake Baity, Standard Oil Co. (Indiana) 

Stuart S. Ball, Montgomery Ward & Co 

Carl A. Birdsall, Continental Illinois National Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago 
Joseph L. Block, Inland Steel Co. 

George W. Blossom, Jr., Fred S. James & Co. 

Kenneth F. Burgess, Sidley, Austin, Burgess & Smith 

Bertram J. Cahn, B. Kuppenheimer & Co., Inc 

Robert Adams Carr, Dearborn Chemical Co 

Ronald J. Chinnock, Farr & Co. 

Fairfax M. Cone, Foote, Cone & Belding 

J. A. Cunningham, The University of Chicago. 

Wesley M. Dixon, Container Corp. of America. 

Edward J. Doyle, Commonwealth Edison Co. 

Leigh R. Gignilliat, Jr., American National Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago. 
F’, G. Gurley, The Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway System. 
Homer Hargrave, Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Beane. 
Henry T. Heald, Illinois Institute of Technology. 

J. L. Holloway, Crane Co 

John Holmes, Swift & Co. 

Wayne A. Johnston, Illinois Central Railroad. 

James S. Knowlson, Stewart-Warner Corp. 

Simeon E. Leland, Northwestern University, Pearson Hall 
Arthur T. Leonard, City National Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago 
David Levinger, Western Electric Co., Ine. 

Homer J. Livingston, The First National Bank of Chicago 
Fowler B. McConnell, Sears, Roebuck & Co 

G. K. McCorkle, Illinois Bell Telephone Co 
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Gerhardt F. Meyne, Gerhardt F. Meyne Co 

Arthur C. Nielsen, A. C. Nielsen Co. 

James F. Oates, Jr., The Peoples Gas Light & Coke Co. 

R. 1. Parker, General Electric Co. 

W. A. Patterson, United Air Lines, Inc. 

John T. Pirie, Jr., Carson VPirie Scott & Co 

Guy E. Reed, Harris Trust & Savings Bank. 

Arthur W. Roberts, Continental Illinois National Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago 
Forest I). Siefkin, International Harvester Co. 

soyd J. Simmons, Continental Illinois National Bank & Trust Co, of Chicago 
Edward Byron Smith, The Northern Trust Co. 

Harold Byron Smith, Illinois Tool Works 

Hermon 1). Smith, Marsh & McLennan, Ince. 

J. Paul Smith, The Visking Corp 

Leonard Spacek, Arthur Andersen & Co 

Edward K. Welles, Chas. H. Besley & Co. 

Arthur H. Wells, John Griffiths & Son Construction Co. 

Kred T. Whiting, Westinghouse Electric Corp. 

Lawrence H. Whiting, American Furniture Mart Building Co., Inc 
Arthur C. Wilby, United States Steel Co 

Herbert P. Zimmermann, R. R. Donnelley & Sons Co 


SENIOR COUNCHU 


(Considers questions affecting association policy ot precedent ) 


John D. Black, Winston, Strawn, Shaw & Black 
Harvey G. Ellerd, Ortonville, Minn. 

Thomas B. Freeman 

Carl R. Latham, Alden & Latham 

Oscar G. Mayer, Oscar Mayer & Co 

A. H. Mellinger, Pinnacle Brook Farm, Hendersonville, N. C 
Frank A. Mitchell, Ceresit Waterproofing Corp 
Holman ID. Pettibone, Chicago Title & Trust Co 
Robert Isham Randolph, Santa Barbara, Calif. 
George W. Rossetter. George Rossetter & Co, 
Charles Ward Seabury, Marsh & McLennan, Ine 
Judson F. Stone, MeCormick Estates 

Wilfred Sykes, Inland Steel Co 

Harry A. Wheeler 

Alan F. Wilson, John Clay & Co 


New York, N. Y., October 9, 1951 
Henry DD. Larcape, Jr., 
Vember of the House Public Works Committe 
House Office Building, Washington, D. ¢ 


Urge House Public Works Committee not to report favorably House Joint 
Resolution 337, the new Blatnik bill on St. Lawrence seawa) The port author 
itv’s representative, Mr. Walter Hedden, testified at length on April 24, 1951, in 
opposition to the navigation phase of the bills then before the committee, which 
were subsequently killed. We oppose the navigation features of the St. Lawrence 
seaway not only because of its damage to the commerce to the Port of New York, 
but also because of the severe burden on the United States of this uneconomi 
waterway project. Our studies indicate an annual cost to United States tax 
payers up to $70 million. The new Blatnik bill does not change these fundamental 
facts. The United States taxpayers will still be left holding the bag. Although 
article IX of the new bill gives lip service to the principle of self-support, ex 
penses are to be financed by the United States Treasury and reimbursement is a 
mirage 

In view of recent statements by Canadian Prime Minister that Canada is willing 
to take on the navigation expenditures as its sole responsibility it is folly for 
Congress to divert United States resources to this project designed primarily to 
build up Canadian ports 

Howarp S. CULLMAN, 
Chairman. the Port of New York Authority 
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NEw York, N. Y., October 9, 1951 
Hon. Henry D. Larcape, Jr 
VWember Committee on Public Works House of R presentatives 
Washinaton, DD 
We urge that you defer further action on the St. Lawrence proposal and that 
House Joint Resolution 337 not be reported favorably. The recent Canadian 
pronouncement should not stampede unwise action by the United States on the 
questionable seaway and power scheme. The Nation’s best interests demand a 
thorough study and investigation of the entire undertaking before any commit 
ments are made 
B. CoLweEiyi Davis, 
Executive Secretary, Chamber of Commerce 
of the State of New York. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF GREENWICH, CONN., 
October 5, 1951. 
Hon. ALBERT P. MORANO, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR AL: Now we are advised that the Blatnik resolution (H. J. Res. 337) in 
approval of the St. Lawrence seaway will be heard on Monday, October 8. This 
does not give any time for opposition to again protest its case. Will you again 
express our opposition to approval of this resolution by the Public Works Com 
mittee? As you know, we have consistently opposed the St. Lawrence project 
since its inception some years ago as unnecessary and uneconomical 
Sincerely, 

Harry L. Napo, Managing Director. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK A. LEFFINGWELL, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
NATIONAL INDUSTRIAL TRAFFIC LEAGUE 


The National Industrial Traffic League is opposed to the resolution which pro- 
poses to authorize construction of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence seaway and 
power project, namely, House Joint Resolution 337. 

The National Industrial Traffic League, a national organization of firms, cor- 
porations, and industries located throughout the United States, has for many 
years opposed this seaway 

The opposition of this organization has in the past been based on the grounds 
that the project is economically unsound, that it would entail high expenditure 
of moneys provided by the taxpayers without compensating transportation advan 
tages, and that there is no economic need for such a seaway. Efforts have been 
made by its supporters to show that it would be in the interest of national 
defense. In our opinion, any national emergency in which such project could 
be used will have run its course before the seaway could be completed. On the 
other hand, it would require materials, supplies, labor, and money that could 
be much better utilized in other ways for defense purposes 

We are convinced that the present estimates of the cost of this seaway reflect 
only a small percent of the total cost which would eventually accrue \ 27-foot 
channel now contemplated in the 46-mile International Rapids section would be 
wholly inadequate to serve the commerce of the country. That has been the 
experience of deep-sea ports throughout the United States. Ports which have 
attempted to use channels less than 30 feet in depth have found them inadequate 
and had to arrange for the additional money necessary to obtain greater depth. 

It has been claimed by proponents that this seaway will be self-liquidating 
and that the tonnage which moves over this seaway will substantially reduce 
the need for railroad freight cars. This is not in accordance with the history 
of other seaway projects operating wholly within the United States. It is our 
belief that the tonnage that would be handled over such seaway would be sub 
stantially less than estimated by the proponents In our opinion, if only a small 
part of the money required for this vast project were spent in the construction 
of more freight cars and railroad facilities much greater results could be obtained 
transportationwise than can be hoped for in connection with this project 

We make no comment concerning the need for power in the territory contiguous 
to this project because that is not strictly a transportation matter We respect- 
fully urge that the Public Works Committee recommend disapp | of the reso 
lution under consideration. 


/ 








it 
nh 





The CHAIRM AN. 
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the following day.) 
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WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 10, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:15 a. m., Hon. 
Charles A. Buckley (chairman) presiding. 

The Cuarrman. The meeting will come to order. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

Mr. Donvero. I move we dispense with the calling of the roll and 
the clerk note the members present. 

The first witness will be Mr. Blatnik. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN A. BLATNIK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Buarnik. Mr. Chairman, colleagues, and friends, | appreciate 
this opportunity to present in a little more detailed form and in 
rroper sequence here the provisions of my new bill, House Joint 
Sesbiution 337. 

Gentlemen, since this committe last took under consideration the 
St. Lawrence seaway and power project, a most significant event 
has taken place. The Prime Minister of Canada has recently in- 
formed the P resident of his Government’s intention to proceed alone 
with the project’s development should American participation not be 
forthcoming in the near future. I am prepared to take the Prime 
Minister entirely at his word, and I believe that this action demon- 
strates Canada’s genuine convictions of the merits of the St. Lawrence 
project. Furthermore, I regard it as indisputable evidence of Can- 
ada's good will in the matter and her wholshearted desire and aim 
to cooperate with the Government of the United States in the suc- 
cessful prosecution of any sound and reasonable proposal for the 
joint undertaking of this urgently needed project. 

I should mention that only ersten Canada’s Governor General, 
in his speech from the throne to the Canadian Parliament, reiterated 
Canada’s determination to proceed when he said: 

My Prime Minister has conferred recently with the President of the United 
States on the vital importance to the security and economies of both countries 
of proceeding as rapidly as possible with both the seaway and the power phases 
of the St. Lawrence project. 

The President stated he would support Canadian action to construct the sea- 
Way as second best if an early commencement of the joint development does not 
prove possible. Terms have been arranged with the government of Ontario for 
the participation of the Ontario Hydroelectric Power Commission wfth the appro 
priate Federal or State authority in the United States for the power develop 
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ment in the international section of the St. Lawrence and with respect to the 


division of cost between power and navigation You wi be asked to ena 
legislation to provide for an appropriate agency of the Federal Government to 
deal with the construction of the St. Lawrence seaway The proposed agency 
would be empowered to proceed either with the Canadian share of an interna 
tional undertaking or a solely Canadian development as_ sor as satisfactory 
international arrangements can be made for the power phases of the project 
both countries 

This official statement. which was a recommendation for parlia 


mentary action, eliminates any doubt as to the intentions of ( inada 
On thi R 

Mir. ¢ hairman, at the outset of this ciscussion on House Joint Reso 
he 


lution 557, let me state that this new legislation in no way changes 
PHVSI al aspects of the St. Lawrence project. The project remains 
What it has always been—a dual-purpose navigation and power proj 
ect to be developed jointly by the Governments of Canada and th 
United States. Therefore, the testimony that was previously pre 
sented last spring as to the nature of the project, its meaning to the 
Nation, its economic benefits and consequences, need not be repeated. 
I will deal specifically with the bill under consideration. 

| shall confine ni remarks, therefore. particularly to the changes 
in the bill. If I may ask the committee’s indulgence, when I am 
through then I should be glad to answer questions, but unless it is 
urgent I would appreciate it if there would not be any interruptions. 


I. SELF-LIQUIDATION GUARANTY 


vne fundamental change provided by the new resolution involve 
more explicit provisions for the implementation of the principle of 
self hquidation. If analyzed objectively, I am certain that this reso 
lution will allay certal apprehensions expressed by some committee 
members and others who felt that previous legislation lacked airtight 
ruaranties as to the implementation of the principle of self-liquida 
ion by the Government of Canada. 

:. for ¢ ne, have agreed with the Se ‘retary of State that Canada’s 
written d plomatic acceptance of the principle of sell liquidat ing the 
COst ot the Seaway, reinforced by he splendid record of cooperatl ve 
and friendly relations with this country, provided adequate assurances 
of the successful implementation of this principle by t 
ments, | still believe this to be the Case § and Cann 


‘ 
‘ 
{ 


he two Govern 
la’s recent pro 
posal, demonstrating her strong desire for the project, strengthens 
that conviction. Nevertheless, accepting as genuine certain ex 
pres ed doubts LO the contrary, | have attempted Lo include in the 
new resolution satisfactory guaranties in this connection. 
You will note that section 1, subsection (b) (p. 2, line 9) of the 
r tolls on the tratlic 
passing through the new deep water navigation works in the St. 
Lawrence River, to the end that such works will be self-supporting 
and self-liquidating. Let me reiterate that last clause (p. 2, lines 
11-12): 


the end that sue 


resolution requires that Canada avree to chargn 


1) works shall be self-supporting and self-liquidating 


Since article XI of the Canadian-American 1941 agreement which 
this resolution approves provides that such agreement can enter into 
force only after the (C‘ongress of the | nited States and the Parlia 
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ment of Canada approve it, there can be no agreement until the Gov 
ernment of Ca mda, DY tes islative action, approves the principle of 
self hquidation, In effect. by approvihg this resolut Ol. the two 
Governments, by legislative action, will be writing that provision 
(self hiqu dation ) hto the ( anacdian American iwreemhelht. Lhere 
will be no agreement in force until and unless Canada incorporates 


that provision into the pending agreement. 
Il. REQUIREMENTS FOR IMPLEMENTING SELF-LIQI MATION 


Now, of COUT! e, before they can satisfactorily mplement the pi 


i 
pie of self-liquidation and self support, the two Governments Must 
( iblish adequat navy gation tolls: and, in turn, to do this, the two 
Crovernme!) must have accurate data on the cost of the ent re pr ject 
hn Dot { al (ilali al | United stute territory, the nterest ile to be 
hareed « the investment, thr period Luring W h the financial 
results n vo reevaluated, and the pel od during which the 0 ginal 
CSLITLE t wil be retired. 
iux ost ( tio \] ese are provided for 
i . 
( i | l > 10 c) (Pp - : 1 pro 
posed that the pending agreement be res ed to provide formally for 
uch exchange of information between the two Gove ments. so that 
the necessary data are ivatlable for e determination of annual ov 
head cost as an aid to determination of tol ute | S$ pro\ ue 
too, Hiust be accepted by thi Car acl il Par] iliie Hi | \ Intevra 
part OL the avreement. 
section 2 » line 18) of t] resolution authoriz ! L cline ‘ 
President to hnevotlat nd arrive Lah agreement tii Coaha 
toll rates. This section establishes definite principles to be followed 
n these negotiations, Including the interest rate to be charged on the 
Investinent (at Zlo percent ). the «| Visio ( { 1 ii revenue elwee 
two Grovernments, thre pel od du ney wh the th i! if results must 
ly reevaluate eV \ = t tae } | v 
( L il l Lrie \\ ly l eC ’ ‘ 
Il, DIVISITOS IL REVENT 
| like r" ( leoislatic - ! ) (Dp t) prov ‘ 
for tol] reve ws to be livided betwee the two trove } rit ‘ tive 
basis of repaying to each Government (p. 5. line 1S ts expe of 
operating the new deep iter havigation Work n the St. Lawrenes 
R ver, amortization over a ov yeal period of its Investment there Nn. 
and interest on the unamortized balance of such investments af the 
rate of Zl percent per anu, In other vords, the toll revenues are 


divided between the United States and Canada on the basis of the 
relative investment, plus the maintenance and operating expenses of 
, 
the two countries, 

In addition, section 2 provides a formula for a fair and equitabl 
division of costs applicable to power and navigatio 1} formula 


allo ites To the power investment il] of the co ts of fac litie pl 
mil ly fo. power and one-h lf the cost of facilit ommon to bot] 
navigation and power. And, of course, the formula further provides 
for an absol itely equal a sion of f total powel ( 1) t b 
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Thus, the only element in the process of self-liquidation and self- 
support which this legislation does not and cannot feasibly include 
is an actual item- by-item schedule of tolls. But, I am sure that the 
members of this committee will agree with me that such a schedule 
cannot logically or feasibly be included at this stage. The principle 
of self- liquidation and self-support is clearly set forth in this resolu- 
tion. The criteria of toll rates are established. And there, in the 
legislation, is the provision for periodic adjustment of toll schedules 
so as to insure a progressively satisfactory performance in the imple- 
mentation of the basic principle. In short, the toll rate agreement 
will be reviewed every 5 years to make sure that the returns are ade- 
quate to make self-support and self-liquidation a reality. 

In the case of the Panama Canal Act of 1912, which established the 
principle of charging tolls on that canal—and that was 8 years after 
construction was started—the toll rates were left to Presidential deter- 
mination. They are still within the authority of the President. | 
would be just as willing to authorize the President to set the tolls on 
the St. Lawrence canals, in agreement with Canada. However, in 
deference to the tendency to make every issue in connection with this 
project the subject of controversy, we have thought that it would be 
more acceptable to Congress if the specific toll rates agreed to with 
Canada ¢ ame re here for congressional approval. This is provided 
in section 2 (p. 4, line 11). 

As a final statement regarding the question of tolls, I wish to re- 
mind the committee that, should the outside chance of a deadlock on 
the question actually occur, there is nothing whatsoever to prevent the 
United States charging tolls on the American section of the canals, 
unilaterally, if necessary. This is permitted in article I of the Bound 
ary Waters Treaty of 1909, which allows either country to charge 
tolls in connecting waterways in boundary waters, provided that such 
tolls apply equally to the citizens of both countries. But let me re 
emphasize, however, that I regard the possibility of such a deadlock 
as infinitely remote—so much so that this committee need not burden 
itself with its consideration. 

I merely bring up this point to demonstrate that we can make the 
St. Lawrence project work out as a business enterprise regardless of 
whether or not we agree with Canada on specific toll rates. 


IV. ST. LAWRENCE BASIN COMMISSION 


Unlike previous St. Lawrence legislation, this new resolution (sec. 
}, p. 4, line 14) provides that the American members of the commis- 
sion established by the Canadian-United States agreement to super- 
vise construction at the International Rapids, shall be appointed by 
the President with the advice and consent of the Senate, not more 
than three members being affiliated with any one political party. This 
effectively places the supervision of construction at the International 
Rapids section in the hands of a bipartisan commission. The fune- 
tions of the commission stop with the completion of construction in the 
International Raprds. 
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V. RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION 


Again, unlike any previous St. Lawrence legislation, section 4 (p. 
line 21) 3 this resolution places the responsibility for the construc 
tion of the United States share of the works specifically on the Chief 
of Engineers under the direction of the Secretary of the Army, who. 
in turn, will function as the fiscal agent for the United States and 
who will be required to maintain det: uiled up-to-date accounts of ¢ apl 
tal costs, annual interest charges, amortization charges, and revenues 
of the United States portion of the works. These accounts will pro- 
vide the means for accurately appraising the financial performance 
of the eee and also for dete rmining the precise breakdown between 
costs allocable to power and those to navigation. 


VI. SEPARATE FUND FINANCING 


This new resolution is again unique among all others in that it 
provides for the esti ab lishment. in the Depart ment of t he Treasury. 
of a st. Lawre} ce fund (sec. o, }). rd. line 11) to serve as a vel le 
through which the project will be financed. This fund will be avail 
able only for carrying out the thet lager of this joint resolution. It 
will be credited, from the proceeds « rf the sale ot securities issued 
under the Second Liberty Bond Act. as amended, with such sums 
as are required to carry out the construction authorized by this res 
lution. The fund w ill also be credited with the revenues received from 
the project and will, in turn, be charged annually with amounts neces 
sary for the payment of interest on construction advances remaining 
unpaid, such interest rates being based on the current average rate 
on outstanding marketable ob ligations of the United States at the 
beginning of each year. 

The proce lure will also facilitate an accurate accounting of costs 
as WV el] as the performance of peaeag and will prov idle the necessary 
data upon which the toll rates can be reevaluated at 5-year intervals 
in order to effectuate setchantatie the principle of self-support and 
sel f liqui idation of the project. 

The fund method of finan ‘ing treated as a public debt transaction 
is a well established precedent, It is today being used to finance the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, the Commodity Credit Corpora 
tion. the Export Import Bank. the Defer se Produ ‘tion Act. the Fed 


eral Depos t Insurance Corporation, al ad others. such a metho | has 


several advantages: (1) It will eliminate the necessity of annual ap 
propriations; and (2) permit any desired flexibility in constru £101 
progress, thus enabling construction to proceed at whatever pace 1 he 
Corps of Engineers are able to achie\ e 


During the last y lays ¢ oft he oa Os, objection ~ have heen Vo! ed Té 
this section of the bill. It | 1as been feared that the effect ot the fund 


method would be to usurp the prerogatives of Con OTess 1) its nnua 
appropriations procedure and that the control over St Lawr ( 
expendit res would he ina idequate. 

I do not share these fears because the expenditures from the St 
Lawrence fund are limited aah those undertakings which are set 


forth in the 1941 agreement between the two governments 
This factor puts to rest all claims that because of the tvpe of finance 
ing col tained i? section 5. the & orps of Engit er ‘oul 
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enlarge the channel from the 27-foot depth contemplated to a 30-foot 
depth. The 1941 agreement specifically provides for a 27-foot chan- 
nel, and to effectuate the construction of a 30-foot channel depth would 
require the negotiation by the two Governments and the approval of 
their legislators of an entirely new agreement. 

The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. McGregor, has been among those 
who have criticized section 5 of the new resolution. I want to say 
to my colleague that there are several ways of financing a project of 
this type and that I am prepared to entertain any concrete and con- 
structive recommendations on this aspect of my bill. 

It is to be noted that this new resolution, unlike prior St. Lawrence 
legislation, omits the provision for the transfer of the United States’ 
share of the power to the State of New York. But, it cannot be said 
that this legislation precludes such a transfer. Should the project 
be approved, there will be a period of 4 or 5 years before power will 
be available for distribution. This should provide an ample oppor- 
tunity for the prosecution of whatever power agreements may be 
feasible. 

After all, it is fruitless for us to debate the pros and cons of the 
several methods of distributing this power at a time when there is no 
power to distribute. By leaving this matter for the future considera- 
tion of Congress, we are able to prevent the injection of side issues 
into the one major issue under consideration, and that is: Shall the 
United States of America join the Government of Canada in the 
construction of the St. Lawrence project ¢ Furthermore, regardless 
of whether power facilities are handled by the State of New York in 
interstate compact or by a Federal agency, the consumers within the 
area to be served will enjoy the benefits of extremely low-cost elec- 
tricity just as soon as the facilities are installed. 

I have just one more point. Yesterday it was emphasized by the 
gentleman from New York, the chairman of the power authority 
there, that the decision should be made now on a disposition of power. 
The reason for that was his fear that the Department of the Interior 
would get into the picture in the Northeast. It was explained that 
the proof of the pudding was in the eating, that such an arrangement 
is working very satisfactorily in the Northwest in the case of 
Bonneville. 

The point was stressed, that I want to clear up, that if Congress 
did not act by the time the project was completed and the Corps of 
Engineers continued to operate the power facilities and under the 
Flood Control Act of 1944 the Department of the Interior handled 
the distribution of the electricity, that the Department of the Interior 
would build duplicating transmission lines. I want to call the at- 
tention of the committee here to the fact that in that Power Act 
itself it says—and copies were given to us by the gentleman from New 
York yesterday—the Department of the Interior could not construct 
those governmental power transmission lines until they got permission 
or an appropriation from Congress. It specifically says so in that 
section of that Flood Control Act. 

You recall not long ago we had this power matter come up on the 
Southwest powel appropriation. There was a matter of some trans- 
mission lines involved there, and I believe pract i¢ ally all of the appro 


, ‘ 
pr itions tor those transmission lines were cut out bd ne Co oress on 
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the floor and only one major line was approved, and the appropria- 
tion left in there. 

Mr. Chairman, we proponents of the St. Lawrence project have 
done our utmost to incorporate in this resolution sound provisions for 
the practical and effective financing of the project as well as its self- 
liquidation and self-support. We have tried to meet the criticisms of 
those whose suggestions, by their nature, appeared to be rooted in good 
faith and honest doubt. I realize, of course, that there will be those 
for whom no amount ot tightly conceived phrases, clauses, and pro\ i- 
sions will satisfy their irreconcilable opposition to the St. Lawrence 
project, for they will endlessly maneuver, and twist and turn, and 
throw up every conceivable obstacle to an eventual agreement, no mat 
ter how significant or how important to the over-all aims of the meas- 
ure ul der ( onsideration. sut. I ask the members of this committee 
to be on guard against such efforts and to examine each and every 
claim or contention in the light of a long-standing record of friendly 
and reliable relations between the Government of the United States 
and that of Canada. 

I ask you to take account of the fact that for years we have author 
ized, without a fraction of the fussing and discord that has accom- 
panied the consideration of the St. Lawrence project, similar works 
in foreign countries which in total surpass the magnitude of the St. 
Lawrence project. And, further, that none of these could possibly 
have afforded the peoples of the United States and > inada the bene- 
fits to be realized from the St. Lawrence project. 

In coneluding. let me say this: | could not but feel a great sense of 
admiration for the gallantry, the generosity, and the vision of our 
friendly neighbor to the north when her Prime Ministe) made his 
recent offer to our President. But, at the same time, I could not sup- 
press an accompanying feeling of embarrassment for my own coun 
try. I dislike contemplating the slonificance, the meaning, of the 
circumstance should Canada eventually be forced to vo it alone in 
the development of the St. Lawrence project. I do not believe that 
there are many Americans who wish to see this great Nation, in the 
plenitude of its power, voluntarily indebted to the people of Canada 
for the unassisted development of a project which will directly con- 
tribute not only to the economic welfare of our country, but to its 
national security as well. To me, this is foreign to the American 
spirit, and I am convinced that once the full significance of such a 
development is considered and realized by the people's representat 1ves 
and once the full facts of the St. Lawrence proposal are known, the 
Congress of the United States will not fail to authorize the St. Law- 
rence project and urge its speedy completion. 

I therefore ask the members of the committee to grant this new 
resolution speedy approval and send it on for the deliberation of the 
entire House of Representatives. 

Mr. Chairman, I will conclude this by saying just briefly that I have 
here with me Mr. William Heffelfinger, who is the special assistant 
to the Assistant Fiscal Secretary of the Department of the Treasury, 


and with him is also Mr. John Carlo k. who Is the a stant unsel 
ot the Department of the ‘Treasury, who will stand by and who will 
briefly explain how this public-debt transaction, as we have it in our 


bill, works, and how it could easily be substituted to a straight au 


1 
LHorization, 
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. Heffelfinger will give you the official answers to the questions 
Pe te have on section 5. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, is it the understanding that we are 
going to be given the opportunity to ask the author of the bill some 
questions before he leaves the witness stand ¢ 

Mr. Buatrnik. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairnman. You know the House convenes at 11 o'clock this 
morning, and we have two other witnesses, General Pick and Mr. Small 
of the Munitions Board. 

Mr. Buarnik. I have asked Mr. Heffelfinger to give the official 
statement here right from the Department of the Treasury. 

The Cuamman. How long will that take ? 

Mr. Biarnix. He will make it very brief, sit 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM T. HEFFELFINGER, SPECIAL ASSISTANT 
TO THE FISCAL ASSISTANT SECRETARY, TREASURY DEPART- 
MENT 


Mr. Herrven..rincer. The language in section 5 (b) which authorizes 
the Secretary of the Treasury to credit to the fund from the proceeds 
of the sale of securities issued under the Second Liberty Bond Act, 
as amended, such sums as are required to carry out the construction 
provided by this joint resolution, is an appropriation of funds from 
the Treasury. It is treated as a public-debt transaction under lan- 
guage which has been used since 1932 in many other acts of Congress 
where expenditures ire made for projects which are to be repaid to the 
Treasury ultimately and they are treated as a temporary advance of 
money from the Treasury under the authority we have to conduct 
public debt transactions. The repayment is then treated as a reverse 
of the expenditure 

Mr. Donpero. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question 

The CHatrman. Mr. Dondero. 

Mr. DonpDI RO.“ Would that mean C'ongress would hot he called upon 
to act on the subject of appropriations ¢ 

Mr. Herrevrincer. This would be a permanent appropriation for 
this purpose. Annu: ally the budget document which is presented to 
the Congress and revie wed by the Appropriations Committees would 
contain the operations oft this fund. showing the antic ipated expe ndi- 
tures for the following vear. At that time the Appropriations Com- 
mittee and the C ongress could p ylace such limitations on the use of 
the fund as they might then determine. 

Mr. Anceii. Might I ask the witness a question / 

The Cnamman. Mr. Angell. 

Mr. Ancetn. Mr. Heffelfinger, is it your view then that if this bill 
is passed in the — It now appears, no further authorization o1 


/ 


appropriation would be necessary ¢ 

Mr. Herre.rincer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Donpero, It would « or would not be necessary ¢ 

Mr. Herre.rincer. Would not be necessary. 

Mr. McGrecor. As this bill is wi itten, there are no dollars and cents 
limitations at all. If this bill is pa ssed, as it 1 itten, then we are 
auchnol IZINe the J reasury to issue bonds to the fi ‘il extent of the cost 
of this pro ject res ae of what that cost would be. 

Mir. He-rens ‘er. That is true. 
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Mr. McGrecor. Without any further consideration by any com 
mittee of the Congress. 

Mr. Herrevtrincer. Not unless the Congress at some. future time in 
considering the annual budget submitted by the President should 
that time put some current limitation on the activities carried on 
under this appropriation. 

Mr. McGrecor. In other words, getting back to your previous state 
ment, if we passed this bill as it is written, then Congress is through 
with it and the Treasury or the Army engineers do not have to come 
back to any committee of Congress for funds or further rreny dag ion 
for the continuation of the project, regardless of what it costs or what 
might develop ? 

Mr. Herrevrincer. They are not required to come back for an 
appropriation for the project contemplated under the limitations con 
tained in the present bi ll. But the practice is for the President to 
report annually in his budget all iapénilitaee programs carried on 
for the ensuing year. This expenditure program would be so reported 
in the budget. The anticipated expenditures would be outlined in 
the budget, and the Appropriations Committee, if it did not agree 
with the justification for those expenditures anticipated for the fol- 
lowing fiscal year, could at that time place a limitation on the amount 
that could be spent under this appropriation, or could suspend 
authority to make disbursements completely. 

Mr. McGregor. But that would require legislation in addition to 
appropriation, and we cannot legislate on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. Herreirincer. No. It would require just a limitation in the 
current annual appropriation act for the Engineer Corps, as I under- 
stand it. 

Mr. McGrecor. But if we passed this bill as it is. we are making an 
authorization and an appropriation. 

Mr. Herrevrincer. That is true. 

Mr. McGreeor. If we desired changes then these changes car only 
be made by another legislat ive or authorization bill. 

Mr. Herrevrincer. I am not a parliamentarian, sir, but this legisla 
tive language has been used heretofore. It has reference solely to 
the use of funds for purposes specified in the law. , 

Mr. McGrecor. I am certain my colleague will agree with the state 
ment that if Congress would not be satisfied with the procedure or costs 
we would have to pass legislation making the change. 

Mr. Mack. Are you through / 

Mr. MeGreeor. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. Under this provision we would not have the same check 
on the spending by the Army engineers that we now have in appro 
priation bills, would we? 

Mr. Herrevrincer. I think that is within the prerogative of the 
Appropriations Committees and the Congress. 

Mr. Mack. Congress would have to act affirmatively. 


Mr. Herreneincer. It would have to act affirmatively after the jus 
tificati on of the program s presented in the annual ict for that organ 
Zation. 

Mr. Mac K. This provision mM the bill does not lve the Treast I'\ 


anv authority to ask any questions about any money requested by the 
Army engineers even as to the purposes for which it is going to be 
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spent? There is no review by your Department of expenditures by 
the Army engineers, is there ? 

Mr. Herreirinaer. No, sir. That is not our responsibility. The 
General Accounting Office has that responsibility to see that the 
moneys are spent for the authorized purposes. 

Mr. VAack. It seems to me we would have less check on the spending 
under this provision in this bill than under the normal procedures of 
Congr SS. 

Mr. ANGELL. Does this legislation then bypass the \ppropriations 
Committee / 

Mr. Herre.rincer. At this point I would say that it does. 

Mr. Ancetxi. Under the rules of the House, do not all appropriation 
bills have to be reterred to the Appropriation >; Committee ? This 
Public Works Committee is a legislative committee and not an ap- 
proprl itions committee. 

Mr. Herrecrincer. As | sav, sIr. it is patterned along the lines of 
similar legislation that | lj lozen 

Mr. Buarnig. At this point, and to follow up your thinking, Mr. 
Angell, would you just briefly explain Mr. Heffelfinger, and then 
we will cor clude, what the minor ¢ hanges would be to make this seet ion 
22a straight, routine authorization for an appropriation 

Mr. Herrecrincer. You would use at that point the normal author 
izat 1on, which would read as follows: 


, 
las Deen enacted In a GoZen Or more stances, 
/ 


There is hereby authorized to be appropriated out of any moneys in the Trea 
sury not otherwise appropriated, to the St. Lawrence fund such sums as are re- 
the 


] 


quired to carry out the construction provided by this joint resolution an 
undertakings hereby authorized. 
That is the typical authorization for a program. 

Mr. Donprro. Just one moment. 

Mr. Macurowicz. I have just one question, Mr. Dondero. I woul 


like to as Mr. Blatnik this: Would you have any objection t tha 
change in the bill ? 


Mr. Burarnirx. No. I will abide by the will of the committee, but 
the point is the change which was read by Mr. Hetfelfinger is merely 
. revision of subsection (b), o1 page 5, where, instead of having the 
Treasury being authorized to provide funds, you would say, “It is 
he reby authorized to be appropriated to the fund,” and that clarifies 
the whole issue. 

Mr. Macurowicz. That change is all right with you 

Mr. Bruarnix. It goes back to the routine appropriation act. 

Mr. Donprero. Every year the engineers make a request of the 
Bureau of the Budget for certain moneys for civil functions to do 
certain construction work in the United States and its possessions. 
Would they have any other procedure under this bill than that very 
thing? ‘Then the yearly budget comes to the Congress and it is a 
question for the Appropriations Committee as to whether or not they 
will cut the budget down or increase it before it comes to the floor of 
the House for final decision. ° 

How In your opinion does this bill change that normal and regular 
procedure ¢ 

Mr. Herrecrincer. As this bill is written, it would not change that 

! 


procedure except that at that time the Congress would not have to 
niake the appropriation. They could approve or disapprove the 


/ 
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extent to which the program is presented to them for operations 
during the next year, but it would require no positive appropriating 
action at that time. 

Mr. Donpvero. But they could reduce the amount requested or they 
might increase it? 

Mr. Herreitrincer. Yes; they could. 

Mr. Donpero. That is exactly the same thing we do now. 

Mr. Brarnik. That is right. It is a routine procedure and we 
do it with billions of dollars. 

Mr. Herrecrincer. An example of that is an appropriation made 
permanently some years ago—an appropriation of certain revenues 
which are appropriated for agricultural purposes. In the current 
ap propriation bill the Congress indicated that they may use $75,000,- 
000 for the school-lunch program. That does not require the appro- 
priation of $75,000,000 at that point. It has been appropriated per- 
manently many years ago, but the Congress says currently that you 
may use $75,000,000 of that mone y for the school-lunch program. 

Mr. McGreeor. But is it not correct that the school lunch prograt 
and the others vou referred to are under a direct Federal ag ney 


1 


There is no other country involved, such is we have 1n this reso! . 

Mr. Herrecrincer. This would be under the Corps of Engineers. 
No one else would vet the money but the ¢ orps o1 Ienoimmeers, wh ch 
would hye accountable to the ¢ ongvress for its operatiol Ss, 

Mr. McGrecor. In my analysis it is completely different. and J 
cannot associate my views with yours: but 1 would like to ask the 
gentleman a question. 

Would it not be ossible to handle this project under the RE¢ or the 
Export-Import Bank, departments which are established for that 
specific purpose / 

Mr. Herretrincer. You mean, could they advance the money for 

is project / 

Mr. McGrecor. Yes. 

Mr. Herrevtrincer. If the Congress would so authoriz 

Mr. McGrecor. And they are responsible to the proper committe 


of Congress. Lam trying to figure out some way in which this finane 
he would be workable, but I am just as sure as anything that if 1 $ 
bill would come on the floor of Coneress as it 1 noOV writtel t would 
he throvy out on a po nt of order, because VO i appropl ating Oo 
a legislative bill or it would be approved by members of the Appro 
priation Committee and others for by passil @” Congress Mavbe it 


could not be handled by the RFC or the Export Import Bank but I 
think th ~ field should be explored 

Mr. Buarnix. Yes. If Congress authorizes the RFC to handle it, 
they would handle if 

Mr. Herrecrincer. But they would get their money from the Con- 
eress under a amit ir provision of law, under the same languagy 

Mr. Mac The Army eee ee 
ern orivel re hi irbor. vl flood contro] projects allover the Natio 
In each case they go to "the Appropriations Committee for funds. 
Why is it necessary or desirable that Congress should change the 
financing methods on this particulan project and on it alone 

Mr. Buarnugx. Because, Mr. Mack, all the other projects referred to 
are instances where we do not have the plan of self qu datiol spelled 
out int! e bill or the law. 
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Mr. Mack. You do for all of the dam projects on the Columbia 
River. 

Mr. Biarntik. This is a separate accounting system, which is mere- 
ly an accounting provision. That is all it is. 

Mr. Chairman, I will stand ready to continue at the committee's 
pleasure, but with time running out, it being 20 minutes to 11 now and 
we have two very busy and extremely able men here, General Pick 
and Mr. Small of the Munitions Board, so in order not to delay them 
any longer and give them all the time available I will stand ready at 
the convenience of the committee to answer any further questions 
later. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Mr. Blatnik. 

Our next witness will be General Pick, Chief of the Corps of Engi- 


neers. 


STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. LEWIS A PICK, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
UNITED STATES ARMY 





General Pick. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee 

Mr. Davis. I think we should recognize that our good friend has a 
third star on today and we are all very happy about it. 

Mr. Donvero. We are in an argument up here as to whether it is 
three or four stars. 

General Pick. It is three, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, it is indeed a pleasure to appear before the commit- 
tee again and be on the program with Mr. Blatnik and Mr. Small to 
discuss this important project which your committee has given such 
long consideration to. The last time I appeared before the committee 
I believe we covered the engineering features of this particular project 
thoroughly, and they are a matter of record. We went into the ques 
tion of costs. 

I have no prepared statement today. I would be very glad to try 
to answer any questions on engineering matters or anything else that I 
am qualified to answer if any members of the committee have any 
questions they would like to ask me, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. Are there any questions / 

Mr. Macnrowicz. Just one question. Of course, your position on 
this matter is known through your previous testimony. 

I would like to ask you whether you studied the new proposed bill. 

General Pick. Yes, sir. I have. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Have any of the provisions of the new bill 
changed your position in any way whatsoever with regard to the bill? 

General Pick. I have gone over the new bill, sir, and I do not ob 
serve anything in the bill that would in any way change any of our 
opinions as to the engineering or construction of the project. 

Mr. Macurowicz. That is all. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman. Mr. McGregor. 

Mr. McGrecor. General Pick, do you favor the bill, House Joint 
Resolution 337, as written ? 

General Pick. I favor the bill as written insofar as I am qualified 
to interpret the bill, sir, and with respect to the question which was 
just asked, as to the construction, operation, and maintenance. I 
thoroughly understand that and agree with the principles in the bill. 
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Some of these other legal questions I do not think I am qualified to 
speak on. 

Mr. McGreeor. Then you are in accord with the fact that some parts 
have been stricken from this bill, House Joint Resolution 337, and 
some have been added which were not in the previous bills which you 
recommended ¢ 

General Pick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. | would like to call to your attention that you are 
in favor of the bill as written which says nothing about power and 
the further fact that President Truman reported to Congress. I 
quote from the President’s statement : 

It has always been understood by the responsible proponents of this develop 
ment that the hydroelectric project should become the property of the State of 
New York and that electric power should be developed and handled by that State. 
That should continue to be the policy and 1 recommend that it be so declared by 


the Congress : 


You recommend that we pass this bill and the President’s recom- 
mendation is not in this bill. Do you disagree with President Truman 
on that particular part, the power section of the legislation ¢ 

General Pick. Is that the President’s statement on this particular 
bill, sir? 

Mr. McGrecor. It was given relative to the St. Lawrence seaway. 

General Pick. When ? 

Mr. McGregor. In 1945. 

General Pick. Have not additional statements been issued by the 
President since then ? 

Mr. McGreeor. Not that I know of, and if you know of any we 
would be very happy if you would advise us if the President has 
changed his position on this power section since he issued the releass 
I just read. 

Mr. Buatrnik. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. McGreeor. Yes. 

Mr. Buatrnik. Mr. McGregor, that is the reconimendation of the 
President to the Congress. As I say here, my feeling was we have 
a 4- or 5-year period during the time of construction, and we would 
have plenty of time for Congress to act on that Presidential recom 
mendation. 

Mr. McGrecor. I wonder if my friend from Minnesota can tell me 
whether or not the President is still of the opinion that the power 
developments should be handled by the State of New York or is he 
in accord with the no power proposal as set forth in this bill ¢ 

Mr. Buarnik. | know the President wants to have the dual-purpose 
project built as soon as possible, and w hatever Congress decides on his 
recommendation there, obviously he will have to go along with that. 

Mr. McGreeor. I would like to know his position and my question 
answered; I take it for granted that General Pick is speaking for the 
administration, and certainly he ought to be able to clarify the Presi 
dent’s position relative to the power proposal. 

Mr. Buarnix. The position is the same. 

Mr. Donpero. I think General Pick made his statement very cleat 
that he would testify on construction, operation, or maintenance, and 
he is not qualified to talk on questions that maybe Congress must 
decide and not the engineers. 
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Mr. McGrecor. But as the record will show, I asked General Pick if 
he favored this bill as written, and he said he did. That is the reason 
why I raised the question relative to the power, because the President 
said he wanted New York to handle the power subject and it is not in 
this bill, yet General Pick said he favored this bill. Is there a 
disagreement ? 

Mr. Donvero. Of course, that statement is not in the bill. 

Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. McGrecor. Yes. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Jones. The proposal in the Blatnik bill, House Joint Resolution 
337. defers the question of the disposition of the electricity venerated 
at the St. Lawrence installation. That question is left open for Con 
oress to decide later. In the meantime the Corps of Engineers would 
be the nominal operator of that installation. 

Would it not follow, General, that the power would be disposed of 
as the Corps of Engineers now presently disposes of power under the 
terms and conditions established by the Federal Power Commission ¢ 

General Pick. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. JONES. So as a matter of fact the lancuage in the present bill 
would not violate any Federal policy with respect to the disposition 
of elect ricity vel erated at federally owned cvenerating facilit les ¢ 

General Pick. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. So there is nothing new in the proposal that the Corps 
rineers would continue to be in manual custody of the facilities, 


of Eng 
even if Congress fails to make a decision as to how the power will be 


disposed of / 

General Pick. That is correct. 

Mr. J INES. SO that deferment on the part of Conger ss 1) deciding 
at the present moment would not destroy any of the benefits that 
would be det ived from the install ition ? 

G neral Pr K. No, sIr. 

Mr. McGrecor. Just a minute. I have yielded, but I have not 
yielded my entire time. 


General. ot tting bar k to this very thing. as the bill 1 written vou 
are going to construct and operate this proj “ You are a general 
and President Truman is vour Commander in Chief, and you woul 
take orders from President Truman. He has ie fi lly stated his 


position th if electric power should be developed ind har lle d by that 
State, so that if he was of that san »opmioen and he would instruct you 
to proceed in that way, vou would have to do it. would vou not ? 
The Carman. Could I answer that question 
Mr. McGrecor. I would like to have the answer from the general. 
General Pick. I do not know, sir. I do not receive any instructions 
from the President. I get my instructions on these particular matters 
through legislation from the Congress and the Secretary of the Army. 
I do not work for the President directly. , ' 
Mr. McGrecor. I recall several meetings we had at the White 
House—and I] hope I am not breaking faith—and you were getting 
instructions from the President there. 
General Pick. I am called in on technical questions, sir, before 
members of the executive branch of the Government to give opinions 
on technical matters quite often. 


/ 
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Mr. McGRreGoor. | would like to ask you this question briefly, Gen 
eral, Has anything happened that would cause you to hange your 
fioures on Costs either up or dow! which you have given to the com 
mittee prey jously on the cost of this pre ject 4 

The Cuatirman. Will the gentleman vield 4 

General Pick. Not] ne except the change ! osts since those nyeures 
were made up 


Mr. McGrecor. Is that a marked change / 


General Pr The index changed about 3 percent. up. 

Mr. taser I yield. ' 

The CHAIRMAN. Lhe bill wh 1 we have befor sis entirely in the 
hands of the Members of Congress to decide as tothe way the elect 
power which is generated is to be distributed. Is that not right ! 

General Prick. Yes, s [ beheve so 

Phe Cu RMAN,. 0 It | Congress, no matter how we pas { 
out of this committee—ié is still up to the Members of Cor eress then 
to decide whether 1t 1s going to! pl vatelyv operated o { 
going to be operated by the p ef 

Cr ra Pi ef ] lt 1 tes leat hiattel 

Mr. McGzscor. Mr. Chair hav | md Ta 
phi is rriyv ques } is t | e) | ( ov i S 
bill showing thi ibe " ve ( 1 \ ive a right to 


inquire of the general. He is supposed to h ive knowledge on this 
legislat oO! s recommend yr, 

General Pi K. May l answer that q iestlol 

Mr. at hanersadly Yes. 

General Pick. I believe that the provisions of the bill with respect 
to that particular feature of the bill are sufficiently all-inclusive to 


take care of the question priol to the time whe! the project would @ 
into operation to develop power. 
Mr. McGrecor. You feel a definite decisio ld be made between 
the timet s legisiatu passed lithe time oyect completed ¢ 
General Pick. Yes. Ther o question of that my m 
Mi McGreco! But ali 1 rie as hiv a neuished hairma 
said, t { L pr lem Coner should cle ( nad. a " neimeel 
do you not feel that that decision should be made before you start 
construction on this project ¢ 
General Pick. Oh, I do not think so. sir. I do not 
going to happen to power in lots of power projects that we are bu ld 
ing, as to who will get the power or how it will be distributed. We 


worked out beforehand. For instance, the big dams in the Missouri 
Basin. I do not think it has been decided yet as to who is going to 
vet the power there. Also, the big dams in the Northwest, except 
that the power pool out there would probably handle all the power, 
but as to who gets this and who pays for it and where it goes. has 
not been deci ded. 

Mr. McGregor. But is this not a fact, General? You appeared 
before this committee a few days ago, or your agency did, asking of 
the Government steam boilers to firm up the powel in the Northwest. 
Do you not think that probably a decision should have bee! made 
about those details before the contract was finally awarded and the 
projects completed? I do not think your agency was the one involved, 
but it was another agency of the Government. These or ginal pl 


are building a lot of them now where those questions are not all 
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did not seem to be adequate and so the project now has to be changed 
in order to get power. 

General Pick. No, sir. It was not the Corps of Engineers. That 
is not unusual, sir. Where you have a lot of hydroelectric power it 
is standard practice to build steam power plants in the area to firm 
up all of the hydroelectric power. That is just good business. 

Mr. McGrecor. I have no other questions but cannot help but make 
the observation that the statement by the general is a confession that 
you must have steam power along with hydro. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman, Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. General, on page 3 of the bill I read to you the section 
relating to the tolls on the canal. It is item (3). It reads as follows: 

(3) That in no event shall the toll charges exceed the equivalent of $1.25 per 


short ton of laden cargo * * 


Do you know of any reason why we should place in this bill an item 
fixing the maximum charge for tolls? I can see some reason for fixing 
the minimum toll but I see no reason for having in the bill a provision 
limiting the maximum amount we may charge for tolls. 

I say that for this reason: We are in a period of inflation. The cost 
of construction may be much greater than is now anticipated. The 
cost of operating the project may increase the present estimates. It 
seems to me that fixing the maximum toll should be deleted from the 
bill. 

General Pick. If tools are to be arrived at through negotiations I can 
se no need for establishing an upper limit. 

Mr. Mack. It is a matter, is it not, to be negotiated between the 
United States and Canadian Governments at a later date when costs 
of the project finally have been determined. 

General Pick. That is right. I do not see any need for fixing the 
maximum. I think an equitable toll could be arrived at through 
negotiations. Those are practical problems. 

Mr. Mack. That is all. 

Mr. Vurseii. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHamman. Mr. Vursell. 

Mr. Vursern. In further stating that point I find myself in agree 
ment with Congressman Mack because sometimes when you fix a ceiling 
there is the possibility that that is an encouragement to go higher, and 
the toll ceiling sometimes becomes the floor. If it is deleted and the 
matter worked out later it seems to me it would be better 

Mr. Donpero. Could we not work this out on the same basis as we 
worked out the toll charges on the Panama Canal / 

General Pick. I think so, sir. 

Mr. Donprro. That was done by means of negotiations with other 
nations. 

General Pick. Well, sir, shipping of other nations was considered in 
the establishment of tolls. 

Mr. Donpero. Also it was done after the canal was constructed and 
completed. 

General Pick. After the canal construction was well advanced Con 
gress authorized the President to prescribe the tolls. I believe a maxti- 
mum toll rate was originally prescribed, subsequently modified, and 
recently removed. 
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Mr. Donvero. I think that is a minor matter in this legislation, that 
is, the fixing of the tolls. 

General Pick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, may I ask General Pick a few ques- 
tions ¢ 

The Cuarman. Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. General Pick, if the disposition of the electricity is 
left to the Federal Power Commission and the Corps of Engineers 
and the Department of the Interior, or any other Federal agencies, 
the returns to the Federal Government will be the same in any event, 
would they not? That is, the price that would be charged for the 
electricity. 

General Pr K. A price would have to be ari ived at for the sale of 
the power. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. In the event Congress later on decides that question it 
would not in any wise disturb the price fixed for the electricity, 
would it? 

General Pick. No sir. 

Mr. Jongs. So, if we defer a decision in the way the electricity 
will be disposed of, it is not going to affect the price of the electricity 
that is sold. Is that true? 

General Pick. That is correct. That is the common practice. 

Mr. Jones. In the policy that has heretofore existed in the con- 
struction of federally owned hydroelectric plants or installations, the 
sale of electricity from the installations constructed by the Corps 
of Engineers has been set by the Federal Power Commission, has it 
not’ I am speaking generally now. 

General Pick. It has been set by the Federal Power Commission 
or the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Jones. In the Department of the Interior. that is where the 
electricity goes into the pool of electricity. Is that true? 

General Pick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jongs. So there would be no violation of Federal policy in 
the disposing of electricity if it were to be constructed under the 
terms of the present bill. Is that true? 

General Pick. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. If members of this committee thought it was a wise 
investment on the part of the Federal Government to insist that 
the fee-simple title remain in the Federal Government and continue 
to be held by the Federal Government rather than being turned over 
to the State of New York, would you find an objection to that. Gen- 
eral Pick? 

General Pick. No, sir. I have no objection to that. 

Mr. JONI S. Was the question of whether this should be turned over 
to the State of New York or held by the Federal Government ever a 
matter of discussion between you and the President / 

General Pick. I have not been called in on power studies to dis 
cuss them with anybody, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Now, regarding the time mentioned by Mr. McGregor 
when the President of the United States gave you certain instruc- 
tions at a meeting at which he was present, I presume he refers there 
to the meeting which all members of the Public Works Committee 
attended and which you attended also. Do you recall any instruction 
which the President gave you at that meeting / 
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General Pick. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. So, General Pick, in the present bill are we not depart 
ing from any fundamental principle that was established in the former 
bills which we have had before us? 

General Pick. I do not think so. I think under the terms of the 
bill everything that has been considered heretofore will be taken care 
of eventually. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know of anything in the present bill under con- 
sideration that would violate any existing Federal policy with respect 
to the construction, maintenance, and operation of installations of its 
kind and character / 

General Pick. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. That is all. 

Mr. McGrecor. Just to keep the record straight, Mr. Chairman, | 
am afraid my distinguished friend has implied I have made a mis 
statement. General Pick, you did have conferences with the Presi 
dent, did you not, prior to our meeting at the White House, and you 
knew his position before you were called upon to make some remarks 
immediately after the speech of Secretary Chapman? If I am in 
error on that, I would like to be corrected. 

The Cuatmrman. I think that is an unfair question. If there is 
anything confidential between the President of the United States and 
the Chief of the Corps of Engineers of the Army, then that is some- 
thing that should remain strictly confidential. 

Mr. Mack. General Pick, in response to a question by Mr. Me- 
Gregor, you said that construction costs have gone up about 3 percent 
since December, when the last estimates on this project were mace 

General Pic K. The cost index. 

Mr. Mack. That would mean the construction cost now a com 
pared to December 1950 would be about S820 QOU0OU00 more cue to 
inflation. 

General Pick. Not necessarily. I said the construction index had 


gone up that much. Actually it is very difficult to decide on the index 
The index has gone up. 
Mr. Mack. If the index goes up 3 percent, does that not ‘rease 


the cost of the proj ct 5 percent‘ 

General Pick. In general it does. 

Mr. Mack. Each 1-perecent increase in the cost would mean an 
$8,000,000 increase In the cost of the project to Canada and the United 
States, or S5.066,000 to the United States for its share of the cost. 

General Pick. I said the construction index has gone up that much, 

Mr. Me (GREGOR. Will the entl man \ ield fora questi né 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

General Pick. It is just a little different. I cannot sav the project 
has gone up ) percent Ww ithout analyzing the cost « stimates. 

Mr. McGreeor. That is very unusual, is it not? 

General Pick. No, sir; I think that is usual. 

Mr. McGrecor. I know of projects that are being handled by the 
Army engineers where the costs have doubled and quadrupled over 
your estimated costs. There is an airfield project you are now con 
structing that | have personal knowledge of, and the p ice of laying 
that asph lt is twice as high as | ever heard of. 
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General Pick. That may be correct, sir. But I cannot sit here and 
say that the estimate has gone up 3 percent without analyzing the 
price structure. The Engineering News Record index has gone up 
> percent since we made those fivures. That is all I Want to testify to. 

Mr. McGrecor. The contractors’ index, as given to us by authorities 
you and I both agree with, I think, shows something like a 14- to 
17 percent increase in construction cost. 

General Pick. Not since these figures were made. 

Mr. McGrecor. Since 1947. One last question. General, do you 
still recommend that it would be a better project if we had the 30-foot 
channel rather than the 27-foot channel ? 

General Pick. The Chief of Engineers has been called on to re port 
costs on the 97-, 30-, and 35-foot projects by the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee initially. The prior Chief of Engineers and I have 
recommended the 27-foot projects with 30 feet over the sills in the 
locks. | have also recommended the aU foot project. 

Mr. Me (TREGOR. | think if is a good recommendation. 

General Pick. The 27-foot project would take care of the urgent 
needs now. Eventually I expect to see it built to 50 feet. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Small, Chairman of the Munitions Board, is 
here to be heard, but due to the early meeting of the House we are 
unable to get to him. Without objection, I ask him to submit his 
statement for the record. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN D. SMALL, CHAIRMAN OF THE MUNITIONS 
BOARD 


Mr. Swati. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, it is my privilege to 
appear before this committee again today representing the Depart- 
ment ot Defense in support of the le ovislation no hefore your com 
mittee to authorize the St. Lawren e S@HWAYV A i power pre 1 t. | ( 
Department of Defense is strongly in faver of t] leeislation. The 
Department of Defense and the military depart ents have onsistent 
ly supported this legislation and now urge it more strongly than i 


the past. General Marshall, then secretary of Defense und [. to- 
gether with General Pick, testified in support of a sim 
February 1951. 

| would like to review the facts and reasons wl \ the De partment 
of Defense believes so strongly in the St. Law rence proj} ct. 

The first factor with which we must continuously live is the gradual 
depletion of the Mesabi deposits of high-grade direct shipping iron 
ore. This was stressed in our testimony last spring, and it warrants 
renewed emphasis today. Once the Mesabi Range, is depleted there 
are two alternative sources of supply potentially open to us; namely, 
the use of low-grade domestic deposits and the importation of foreign 
high-grade ores. Of these, the importation and development of for- 
eign ore is more immediately promising and must be accelerated. The 
use of taconite is a relatively slow process which will require years 
to perfect and involves a high consumption of critical materials. 

There are two principal sources of forelg } high orade ore in this 
hemisphere : South America and Labrador. The high erade ores of 
Labrador are of particular importance to national security. In time 
of war, if the seaway were completed, ore from Labrador could move 
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to the lake area by a sheltered route as contrasted with the hazardous 
open ocean routes from either Labrador or South America. To the 
extent that the seaway will be available instead of ocean routes, the 
demands on our Navy for convoy escort will be reduced accordingly, 
permitting that branch of the armed services to devote its attention 
to the other pressing demands it will have to meet. 

Another important aspect of the availability during a defense emer- 
gency of the seaway for the shipment of Labrador ore is that it pro- 
vides a much more direct route to the steel mills than if we must 
rely on open sea transport to east coast ports, where the ore would 
have to be transferred to what will then be an already heavily bur- 
dened rail system. The shorter and more direct route will result in 
a much shorter turn-around period. Ore carriers designed for ocean 
services require 11 percent more steel than lake type carriers of the 
same capacity. This would lessen the drain on our steel supplies for 
the construction of ore carriers and is worth striving for. 

Still another important factor affecting industrial mobilization is 
that when the need arises these Labrador sources, which are open-pit 
operations, can be expanded readily by the simple expedient of using 
more mining equipment. This has a great advantage when consid- 
ered in connection with the availability of the seaway, for it would 
not be reasonable to expand this source of iron ore unless transporta- 
tion of the ore could be accommodated readily. The seaway is a high- 
ly expandable traffic artery, which means that its availability will 
vastly increase the possibilities of exploiting the Labrador fields. 

There is one additional factor which must be considered jin connec 
tion with the need for Labrador ore at the present time and for the 
foreseeable future. The high rate of steel production in the United 
States and throughout the world has resulted in a critical shortage of 
scrap. Lack of sufficient scrap means a greater demand for melting 
stock in the form of pig iron processed directly from the ore. Thus 
future demand for iron ore will continue to rise, and at an ever-in- 
creasing pace. 

There are other defense aspects of the seaway which are of great 
importance to national security in times of emergency. The addi 
tional transportation facilities would remove, to some extent, the war 
time strain on other types of transportation. Cargo from the Middle 
West destined for overseas points could be loaded at Great Lakes ports 
for final discharge at destination, thereby saving the rehandling of 
thousands of tons of cargo at seacoast ports. This would effect a very 
considerable Sav ing of manpower and thus permit speedier delivery to 
points of destination. Direct shipment from the Great. Lakes ports 
would have the additional advantages of providing a wide distribu- 
tion of port facilities and of reducing transportation and storage bot 
tlenecks. Short hauls from factories to shipping ports would release 
rolling stock and other inland transport facilities for other uses. 

Another important security consideration is that the seaway would 
reduce by about 1,000 miles the open sea route between the lake ports 
of the United States and the British Isles. This would reduce the 


task of providing our naval patrols and convoys and would decrease. 


losses from enemy action. 

I say this because I know it is much easier to defend against the 
hazards of submarine attack in narrow, sheltered waters, such as the 
seaway, than is the case in the open ocean. The fact that submarines 





| 
| 
| 


ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY 1689 


have but one avenue of ingress to the seaway makes its protection com 
paratively easy. In narrow, compact areas of water, you can use air- 
planes and radar and other equipment for the detection of enemy sub- 
marines much more effectively than can be used in the open ocean, 
In such waters you can defend your shipping lanes by small-sized 
antisubmarine craft which are both effective and economical. Larger 
and much more expensive antisubmarine vessels would be necessary 
if we were protecting ocean shipping lanes. Just as a compact con- 
voy is easier to guard than ships scattered all over the ocean, likewise 
does the geographical compactness of the proposed seaway afford an 
easier natural defense against any enemy submarine attack than would 
the vast expanse of the Atlantic Ocean. 

In order to gain the wartime logistical advantages of the seaway, 
we would not have to greatly increase the military effort necessary 
for defense. The area in which it would be located is an important 
one, and we would have to defend it whether or not the seaway were 
built. Any plan for defending the northeastern part of the United 
States, a very heavily concentrated industrial area, would be on an 
integrated basis, and not broken down on the basis of specific indus- 
tries. Any such over-all area defense pattern would embrace the 
St. Lawrence seaway. To that extent the additional costs invoived 
in defending the seaway would not be substantially greater. 

The hydroelectric power which the St Lawrence project can furnish 
will be both plentiful and cheap, both characteristics which make it 
particularly desirable in defense production. Experience has dem 
onstrated that defense production must be expected to add very sub- 
stantially to power demand. This is being superimposed upon the 
steady rise of normal demand, one which was earlier estimated to re 
quire by 1960 in the region served by the St. Lawrence several times 
as much power in addition to that already planned as the St. Lawrence 
project can supply. 

The St. Lawrence seaway would provide a gateway for vessels di 
rectly to or from the open sea, thereby permitting the Great Lakes 
shipyards to build practically all types of cargo vessels designed for 
use with the United States seagoing merchant fleets. It would also 
permit Great Lakes shipyards to do part of the repair and reconve 
sion work now performed by the tidewater shipyards. While ship 
building and repair yards on the seacoast are now capable of caring 
for peacetime construction or repair programs, the additional facili 
ties that would be available in the Great Lakes would be of distinct 
advantage in the event of war. 

This advantage has another side. There is a possibility, which 
has been mentioned in the press, of a growing danger that industrial 
plants on seacoasts may be subject to attack in future wars by guided 
missiles fired from submarines which would be able to approach fairly 
close to our coast line. Tothe extent that an industry vital to our war 
machine, such as our shipbuilding industry, can be maintained, if re 
quired, at locations remote from coastal areas the possibility of dam 
age by such attacks will be reduced. 

I would also like to remind the committee of the remarks made by 
the Director of Defense Mobilization before you earlier this vear. 
He was specifically responding to the point raised by opponents of 
the seaway regarding the use of critical materials. He said that the 
amount of such materials as copper, steel, and cement that would be 
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needed for the seaway project would be insignificant fractions of our 
available supply of those materials. 

For example, as Mr. Wilson testified, the 30,000 tons of steel a year 
that the project would require would be something less than three 
one-hundredths of 1 percent of our current ingot production. Like- 
wise, the copper requirement of 500 tons a year amounts to one twen- 
tieth of 1 percent of the annual supply from domestic ores alone. 
Even in the case of cement where the fraction would be the largest, 
there would only be 750,000 barrels a year required, which would be 
approximately only three-tenths of 1 percent of the annual supply 
that can be counted on during the 5-year period of construction. 

Likewise, the manpower requirements of constructing the seaway 
would be negligible when measured against the available civilian 
labor force: As Mr. Wilson pointed out during his testimony last 
spring, the manpower that would be needed for the project, as far as 
American workers are concerned would be approximately 7.000 
personnel. This is equivalent to hardly more than one-hundredth 
of ] percent of the civilian labor force. In short, the materials and 
manpower prequisites for the construction of the St. Lawrence seaway 
and power project are minute when compared to our resources in these 
regards, and become even more so when we consider the vital and 
strategic advantages from the point of view of national defense that 
the construction of the seaway Vi il] afford. 

In summary, the St. Lawrence seaway and power project is assum 
ing an ever-increasing importance from the point of view of na- 
tional security. We need the seaway. We have needed it for some 
time. We need it now more than ever. Fortunately, Providence 
has given ustime. However, the urgency of the times makes it essen- 
tial that we commence the project without further delay. Only when 
that 1s done can we take any assurance that we have effective ly done 
the job whi h national se urity dictates we do. 

Thank you. 


The CuarrmMan. Congressman Dingell wishes to submit a statement. 


co 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D. DINGELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Dinceti. Mr. Chairman, while I deplore the failure of the Com 
mittee on Public Works after the extensive hearings to approve my bill, 
House Joint R ‘sol ition », proy ding for the earliest possible develop 


ment of the St. Law nee waterway and the construction of the hydro 
electri power facilitie . | an nevertheless reconciled to any fair com 
promise that will bring about the realization of this indispensable proj 
ect. Of course, | should be most h tippy were the agreements between 


the United States and our nelghbor, ( ‘anada, regarding the St. Law 
rence waterway fulfilled in spirit and substance. However, the most 
important thing about the waterway, as I view it, is to bring about its 
earliest possible construction. ‘Too much precious time has already 
been wasted for selfish reasons, be they partisan or economic, for me 
now to quibble as to who shall undertake and complete this great 
waterway. 

A joint project launched by the United States and Canada, to be 
sure, would be the most important and best way of arriving at the ob 
jective; but, since blind, ignorant, and selfish opposition intervened to 
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thwart the wishes of the people, I favor unilateral action and construc- 
tion by the Canadian Government. Although less desirable that one 
country should undertake the plan, it is most important that it should 
be started now. Thirty years or more have been wasted in surveys and 
hearings which were discarded. 

If Canada undertakes the completion of the project alone, we, her 
neighbors south of the border, should give her every encouragement 
and assistance. Whatever advantage she may enjoy because of her 
efforts, she is entitled to, and we Americans should be fair enough and 
sportsmen enough to concede to her the fruits of her courage, foresight, 
and labors. 

Of course, there will be toll charges on freight carried through the 
locks in American bottoms. Of course, Canada will charge a reason- 
able rate for such power as will be generated on the Canadian side 
and shared with the United States. But tolls would be charged for 
shipping and a fair rate charged for electricity even if the project 
were undertaken jointly by the United States and Canada. That is 
the purpose and intention of every measure relating to the waterway 
which I have sponsored over the ye ars. Both countries conte mp late d 
that the project would be self-liquidating and the gigantic volume 
of 6 et a together with the enormous power generated, guarantee- 
ing the completion of the project without 1 cent of cost to the taxpay- 
ers of either country. 

There is no risk in the undertaking for Canada, and, with all due 
deference, I can say that Canada is no more progressive or visionary 
in a practical way than are our several past Presidents and our engi- 
neers who like myself have approved and argued for the project. 
Canada just has more self-discipline and control of the selfish inter- 
ests which. unless they can plunder a project for their own use, will 
stand in its way or undertake to destroy it. 

There is another way that this project could be undertaken and com- 


vleted other than by oint cooperation by unilateral action, and is 
p | 


pre «dicated on existin Rea United States and CC: unadian acreements which 
would not require any further action by the Congress or ratification 
by the Senate, and that isa compact between the Dominion of Canada 


and the several interested States of the Union. 

IT have had a bill drawn, and which I conte mpl: ited introducing, but 
which for reasons of simplification I shall withhold pending action of 
this committee upon House Joint Resolution 337. now before you. 

This bill I endorse wholeheartedly and without reservation, an 
hope for prompt and positive action by the committee. 

I shall hold in reserve the compact bill should future consideration 
of the proposal merit its introduction and consideration. Mr. Chair- 
man, I say again, I cannot emphasize too strongly the need for prompt 
and positive action on the bill before you. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, I move the committee adjourn subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

The Cuamrman. We will adjourn subject to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:08 a. m., the committee adjourned subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 
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